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Introduction 
JOHN A. McCROSSAN 
THERESPONSIBILITIES OF STATE library development agencies have grown 
rapidly in recent years, and there is every indication that this trend will 
continue in the years ahead. Because of this expansion of responsibilities 
and because the last issue of Library Trends devoted to state library agen- 
cies was published more than twenty years ago in April 1956, the Publica- 
tions Committee of Library Trends  thought a new issue describing the 
variety of activities of state library agencies would be of great interest to 
the library profession. 
Another reason that an issue on state library agencies seems especially 
appropriate at this time is that the Library Services Act, a federally funded 
program administered by the state agencies, was passed in 1956 and first 
funded not long after the 1956 issue of Library Trends  appeared. Thus, 
this issue can provide much information on the impact which the Library 
Services Act (LSA) and its successor, the Library Services and Construc- 
tion Act (LSCA) ,have had on state library agencies and their programs. 
In addition to statewide library development, states are responsible 
for various other library functions, including those of general libraries 
which serve state government, and sometimes those of the public, legisla- 
tive reference, law, and state historical libraries. This issue, however, is 
concerned primarily with the library development agencies as they have a 
great impact on libraries of all types and are therefore of much interest 
to a large segment of the library profession. 
What are state library development agencies? Briefly, these agencies 
(sometimes called state library extension agencies, state library administra- 
John A. McCrossan is former State Librarian of Vermont and is Associate Professor 
of Library, Media and Information Studies, University of South Florida, Tampa. 
FALL 1978 109 
J O H N  A .  M C C R O S S A N  
tive agencies, or just state library agencies) are those units of state gov- 
ernment assigned by state law the responsibility for the extension and 
development of public library services throughout the states and for ad- 
ministration of state plans in accordance with the provisions of LSCA. 
Since LSCA and, in some cases, state-financed programs authorize funds 
for development of library services for other than public libraries, the state 
agencies are also active in development of library services in state institu- 
tions, for the blind and physically handicapped, and of cooperative library 
programs involving different types of libraries. Some state library agencies 
also have responsibility for school library/media programs. In  other states, 
those programs are under a unit of the state department of education. 
Moreover, having a central role in state government, and statewide library 
development as their major mission, state library agencies are in a unique 
position to provide leadership to all types of libraries in an effort to extend 
and improve library services. 
The history of state library development agencies can be traced to 
the 1890s when several New England states established what were then 
called state library commissions. By 1900 a number of additional states 
had established such commissions. The commissions were given responsi- 
bility for development of public library services throughout the states. I t  
should be noted that these agencies were considerably younger than state 
libraries -which began in the very early histories of the states -and 
were started in order to provide library materials and services for state 
legislatures and state agencies. 
In their early years, the library commissions were primarily con-
cerned with extending minimal library services throughout the states. They 
sent out boxes of books called “traveling libraries” to community organiza- 
tions and groups in unserved areas, and provided financial and other 
assistance to small communities in their efforts to establish public libraries. 
Perusal of the 1956 issue of Library Trends reveals that state library 
agencies had made considerable progress since their early days. In  that 
issue, state agency leaders were much concerned with development of 
“larger units of public library service,” especially multicounty and regional 
libraries. In  some states much progress had been made in this work, but 
in many states there were few, if any, multicounty or regional libraries. 
Writers in that issue were also very concerned with other forward-looking 
matters, including planned development of statewide library programs, 
increased state financial assistance to libraries, and development of sophis- 
ticated information services for state government. They also speculated 
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on the potential impact of the Library Services Act, which passed that 
year. 
Readers of this issue will quickly discover that the state agencies have 
made a great deal of additional progress since 1956 and that various devel- 
opment activities which were then in the infancy stage are now full- 
grown, successful programs. For example, public library systems, almost 
nonexistent in many areas in 1956, are now flourishing in many states 
due largely to the promotional efforts of state agency personnel and to the 
federal and state funds provided by the state library agencies. Library 
services to residents of state institutions have vastly improved in recent 
years, and much of this improvement is due to LSCA funds, which en- 
abled many state library agencies to hire full-time institutional library 
consultants and to purchase books and other library materials for the 
institution libraries. 
As is implied by various writers in this issue, the Library Services Act 
and the Library Services and Construction Act have had a tremendous 
impact on state agencies and their services. First of all, the very existence 
of two state library agencies is the direct result of the federal program. 
Those states did not have state library agencies and established them in 
order to become eligible for federal funds. Many of the agencies had very 
small staffs, and the federal funds made it possible to hire additional con- 
sultants and other sta f f  who were desperately needed to promote library 
development. As noted above, there has been much progress in develop- 
ment of public library systems and of library services in state institutions. 
A number of other programs which were greatly assisted by LSCA 
are described in various articles in this issue. The first article is a general 
overview of the state library agencies -their organization and services, 
place in state government, problems and potential. Since most members 
of the library community are not very familiar with the state agencies, 
it seems especially appropriate that this issue begin with a detailed sum-
mary of the current status and trends. 
The second article discusses the increasingly important role of the 
state agencies in coordinating planning and evaluation of all types of 
library services statewide. Experience shows that some agency is needed to 
take responsibility for bringing together library and community leaders 
for purposes of considering future development of library services through- 
out each state, and the state library agency seems to be the most logical 
agency to carry out this important task. 
The third article is a detailed discussion of the use of federal and state 
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funds for library development and the potential and problems for these 
types of financial assistance. 
In the fourth article, the writers note that library services to state 
government have long been overshadowed by the statewide library devel- 
opment function. However, as state government becomes increasingly 
dependent on reliable, current information, many state library agencies 
are now recognizing that development of sophisticated information systems 
for government should have high priority. This activity is typically co- 
ordinated by general state libraries rather than by the library development 
agencies. 
The fifth article offers an overview of programs which are of in- 
creasing importance -library services to the blind and physically handi- 
capped and to the residents of state institutions. 
The sixth article discusses the role of state agencies in improvement 
of school library/media programs. For a number of years after federal 
funds were made available to the states for school library materials 
through the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) , some 
of the states provided not only the ESEA funds but also effective leader- 
ship in the development of school libraries. Unfortunately, in recent years 
state activity in this area has been reduced in a number of states. 
The following article notes that continuing education is receiving 
increased emphasis in all professions, including librarianship, and that 
state library agencies play a central role in development and provision of 
continuing education offerings for the library profession. Many state 
library agencies are now calling library leaders together to plan coordi- 
nated, statewide continuing education programs for all types of librarians. 
This work is the direct result of an institute on planning for statewide 
continuing education programs which was sponsored by the Continuing 
Library Education Network and Exchange (CLENE) and attended by 
representatives of twenty-five state library agencies. 
The article on education of state library agency personnel points out 
that the master’s degree in library science is an essential qualification for 
state library agency professional staff, but that much continuing education 
is needed. Mounce also notes that the need for appropriate continuing 
education is not now being met, and that steps must be taken to improve 
this situation. 
Several writers have noted that one of the most serious problems for 
state library agencies is attracting and keeping qualified personnel, par- 
ticularly because state salaries are often so low. State library consultants 
and other development personnel often need qualifications equal to those 
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of heads of large libraries, but their salaries are almost always much 
lower. Even chief state librarians often receive considerably less pay than 
the heads of large public or academic libraries. 
The ninth article discusses the value of national standards for state 
library agencies, and the writer points out that such standards can be 
used to assist in improvement of the agencies in the various states. 
The last article describes the role which the state agencies will play 
in the developing national networks. The writer feels the states should 
assume responsibility for development of library services throughout the 
states and for any multistate programs which may be desirable, and that 
the federal government should provide what the states cannot. He indi- 
cates that the role of the state library agency as “a coordinator, a catalyst, 
an initiator, and an even-handed funding agency is essential,” and that 
the “full-service” national network “can best be accomplished through the 
traditional division of responsibility between the states and the federal 
government as established in the Constitution.” 
The state library development agencies have made great contributions 
to the development and improvement of library services throughout the 
states, but much remains to be done. The years ahead, during which na- 
tional and statewide library and information networks will be developed, 
will be a great challenge to the library community. The state library agen- 
cies will play a central role in these activities, and they will need to provide 
dynamic leadership and solicit wide participation from library and com- 
munity leaders in planning for library services for the future. 
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State Library Agency Organization and Services 
JOSEPH F. SHUBERT and 
JAMES W. FRY 
PRINCIPLESFOR ORGANIZATION of state library agencies were most recently 
defined by the American Library Association (ALA) in 1970 with the 
publication of Standards for Library Functions at the State Leve1.l These 
standards (of which numbers fifty-two to sixty in the series of seventy- 
five are set forth in that publication) are based on an array of diverse 
functions which, the ALA recognizes, are organized differently from state 
to state. 
The standards, together with a 1967 study completed by NeIson 
Associates for the National Advisory Committee on Libraries, provide a 
good overview of state library agency functions? The Book of the States, 
1978-79 uses this overview in charting a profile of state library agencies 
which lists functions under such headings as library services to state gov- 
ernment, statewide services development, statewide development of library 
resources, statewide development of information networks, and financing 
library pr~grarns.~ A 1978 survey of state library agencies being conducted 
by the State Library of Florida for the National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) of the Library General Information Survey (LIBGIS) 
series identifies twenty-five specialized service activities and functions and 
will provide a statistical profile of the fifty state library agencies. 
It is the library development functions which form the common in-
terest and concern of the state library agencies surveyed for NCES. 
Library development functions are defined as those which foster the im-
Joseph F. Shubert is State Librarian and Assistant Commissioner for Libraries, State 
Education Department, Albany, New York, and James W. Fry is Deputy Assistant 
State Librarian for Technical Services, The State Library of Ohio, Columbus. 
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provement and coordination of library resources and services throughout 
a state. These include : network and system development; administration 
of state and federal funding programs which foster resource-sharing, re- 
source and service development, improved organization and operation 
of libraries and systems, and access to resources; statistics collection and 
analysis;planning and evaluation ;research;dissemination of information ; 
and consultant service. 
In  addition to library development, the majority of state library 
agencies have library operation functions such as the collection and main- 
tenance of subject and reference resources, and direct reference and li- 
brary service to state government. State library agencies with major 
reference libraries include : Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida, 
Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, North 
Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia and 
Washington. Those states with major law libraries as part of comprehen- 
sive reference libraries include : California, New York, Pennsylvania and 
Virginia (see Table 1 ) .  
The size of state library agency staffs varies considerably from state 
to state. The 1977 report T h e  State Library Agencies, published by the 
Association of State Library Agencies (ASLA), included data on staff 
assigned to library operations and library development function^.^ These 
data, updated in a brief survey the authors conducted in early 1978, show 
that the number of library operations personnel ranges from 1 to 100 per-
sons and that the number of those in library development ranges from 1 to 
30 (see Table 2) .  
STATE LIBRARY AGENCIES IN STATE GOVERNMENT 
The ALA standards point out that the state library agency should 
have “clear statutory provisions which define the functions to be per- 
formed, provide authority for these activities, and ensure the legal basis for 
a flexible program to meet the needs of the state.”6 The standards are less 
specific in prescribing a structure within state government, pointing out 
that the agency “should be so placed [as to] . ..have the authority and 
status to discharge ...responsibilities.”6 The standards recommend status 
as a separate agency “directly responsible through its chief administrator 
or its governing board to the executive and legislative branches of gov- 
en~rnent”~and suggest a lay governing board appointed by the governor 
or other elective officials. The standards also recognize that the state 
library agency may be part of a department of education or other state 
agency. In  such a case, administrative simplification should not subordi- 
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TABLE 1. FUNCTIONSAND RESPONSIBILITIES OF STATELIBRARY 
AGENCIES" 
Library services to 
state governments Statewide library seruices development 
Maryland ............. t t . . . . . . . .  

Massachusetts ............ t . . . . . . . .  * * * * * * t t * * * t * t t 

NewYork .............* *  t * *  t * * * . . *  t * *  * * *  * * * *  t t 

NorthCarolina......... * * t t t . . *  t t t t t t * * * * * t * * * 
* * * *NorthDakota.......... * t .. t .. * * * * * * * * * * * 

Ohio.................. * *  t . . t . . *  t *  t t * * *  * * *  * t t t t t 

Oklahoma............. * * * *  t * *  t *  t *  t * *  * * *  * t . . *  t t 

Oregon............... * * * . . t . . * . . * . . *  t * *  * * *  * . . * * * *  

Pennsylvania........... * * t * t .. * * .. * * * * * * . . . .  * * * * 

RhcdeIsland............ t . . . . . . . .  * * * .. * * * * t * * * * t * t t 

SouthCarolina......... t * * .. t .. * t * t * t * * * * * * .. * t 

SouthDakota .......... * * * .. t . . *  t t t t * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Tennersec............. * t t t * *  t . . * . . *  t * *  t * . .  * t t *  t t 

Texas..................* *  .... * * * . . *  . . . . . .  * *  * * t t * . . . .  t *  

Utah ................. * *  t . . . . . .  * . . *  t * . . * *  * t t * t * *  t t 

Vermont..............* *  t *  t . . * . . * . . *  t * *  * * *  * t * * *  t 

Virginia...............* t t . . * * *  t * . . *  t * *  t t *  * t t t t t 

Washington ............ * * * . .  t t *  t * . . * * * *  * * *  * t t * * * 
* * * . . *  * *WestVirginia............ t t . . . . . .  * t * t * * * * 

Wisconsin ............. t *  t . . . . . .  * t * * * * * *  t * *  * t * *  t t 

Wyoming..............* * . . t  t . . * * *  t *  t . . *  * * . .  * .. t * *  t 

by the Association for State Library Agencies.Re$=& . ..t -Shared. -None.c -
TABLE 1-Continued 
Statewide 
development Financing
Statewide deuelopmcnt of information library
of library resources ' networks p r o g r a k  
I I m-
State 
Alabama ..................* * * * * * .. * t * * * * * 

Alaska .................... * t t t t i ; ; ;  t t * i * * *  t 

Arizona ................... * * * .. * * * *  

Arkansas. ................. .. * * *  * * * t * t * * * *  

California................. * t ' t t  t t ' j t *  t t t t * * * *  

Colorado .................. * t t t t t 

Connecticut................ * * * * t ** *t *t : J i ; ; ; ; 
* t * * * * *Delaware.................. * t * t * * t 
Florida.................... * t. t *. t. t. t. t * * * * * * * * *. 

Georgia ...................* * * * * * * * * * 

Hawaii.. .................. t t t t t t t * t * t t t t t t t  

Idaho..................... * t *  t * * * * * * *  t * * * * *  

. . t t t t t t t t t . . t t * t ; ; ; ;. . *  .. t t t t t t * .. * t 
Iowa...................... * * * * * t * * * * * * * 

Kansas.................... * *  t t t t t t i t * * * * * * *  

Kentucky. .......... * t t t t t t *  t t t : ; * * *  

Louisiana. .......... t t t t t t t ; : , i *  * .. * 

Maine. ................... * * * * * t * * * *  

Maryland ................. . . . .  * . . . . . .  .. * * * * 
Massachusetts * t * t : v ; * *
Michigan.................. * * *  

Minnesota................. * t ;i i i t t t t * t 

Mississiooi.. ............... * t * * * * t * * * * * 
.. 
Missouri ................... t * * * *  t t * * *  t t t * *  t 

Montana .................. * * * * * 
 t t t t * * * .. Nebraska.................. * .. * t t t .. * .. t * * * 
 * 
Nevada................... * t * * * * * * *  

New Hampshire.. .......... * * * *
t t t t i : : ; * * * * * * * *  
NewJersey ................ t .. * .. t t t t t t 
 * * * * 
NewMexico ............... t * .. t t t * * .. * * 
 * t * ;NewYork ................. 
 t t t * * t .. * * * t * * * * * * * * *  * * * * .. 
. . *  t . . * . . t * * * . .  
.............. 

............ 

Source: Albright Paul ed. The Book of the States 1978-79. Vol. 22. Lexington Ky. Council of 

State Governme&, 19f8, pp. 364-65. Reprinted by &rmuSion of the Counal of date  dovernments. 

TABLE 2. NUMBEROF PERSONNEL BY FUNCTIONIN STATELIBRARY 
AGENCIES 
Library 
Operations 
Library 
Development 
Total 
Staff 
Alabama 13 6 41 
Alaska 11.5 3.5 48 
Arizona 11 8 81 
Arkansas 4 4 52 
California 41 12 196 
Colorado 8 7 34 
Connecticut 50 13 244 
Delaware 1 1 18 
Florida 16 6.5 57.5 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
12 
100 
6 
2 
52 
429.95 
Idaho 7 2 32 
Illinois 43 8 138 
Indiana 32 7 117 
Iowa 4 4 36 
Kansas 7 3 24 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
24 
21 
20 
4 
161 
78 
Maine 29 22 72 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
4 
8 
15 
13 
36 
58 
Michigan 
Mnnesota 1 5 
116 
11 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
12 
10 
11 
6 40.5 
a3 
Montana 9 2 26 
Nebraska 20 7 54 
Nevada 3 2 30 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
14 
18 
8 
7 
18 
8 
55 
180 
74 
New York 69 19 224 
North Carolina 30 30 125 
North Dakota 2 2 19 
Ohio 13 11 148 
Oklahoma 18 7 74 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
18 
25 
10 
2 
11 
8 
70 
110 
31 
South Carolina 8 11 47 
South Dakota 7 1 42.5 
Tennessee 
Texas 
8 
ia 
3 
9 
86 
184 
Utah 30 5 88 
Vermont 9 11 62 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
26 
37 
10 
11 
10 
6 
12 
130 
124.3 
71 
51.5 
Wyoming 20 
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nate the planning and program functions of the library agency, and it is 
recommended that the state library agency have the “stature and auton- 
omy within the larger unit to achieve [its] distinctive functions and to bring 
libraries up to standard.”s 
Of the state library agencies responsible for library development, 
twenty-one are independent -eighteen of these function under a state 
library board or commission appointed by the governor, and three function 
as departments reporting directly to the governor; nineteen are within a 
department of education; and ten are within other departments or 
branches of government. Some state library agencies which are part of a 
department of education are headed by chief officers appointed by the 
governor, while others have statutory library boards or commissions ap- 
pointed by the governor (see Table 3 ) .  
TABLE 3. THEPLACEOF THE STATELIBRARYAGENCYIN STATE 
GOVERNMENT 
Indebendent Other 
State 
Board or Dept .  of 
Commission Education 
Dept .  
or Uni t  Comment 
Alabama x 5  (GI 5-member Executive Board 
Alaska X 
Arizona x Legislative Branch 
Arkansas X 8-member Library Commission 
California X Governor appoints State Librar- 
(GI 
ian 
Colorado X 
Connecticut x 8 (5G) x 8 (5G) 3 Ex Officio Board members 
Attached to Dept. of Education 
for “Administrative purposes 
only” eff. 1/1/79 
Delaware x Dept. of Community Affairs 
Florida x Dept. of State 
Georgia X 
Hawaii X 
Idaho X 4-member Library Board 
Illinois x Secretary of State 
Indiana x 5 (GI 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
x 5 (GI 
x 
x 
Independent agency 
Dept. of Library & Archives is 
part of the Education & Arts 
Cabinet 
Louisiana X 5-member Library Board ofCom- 
missioners (G) in Dept. of 
Culture, Recreation &Tourism 
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Organization and Services 
Independent Other 
State 
Board OT Dept. .f 
Commission Education 
Dept. 
OT Unit Comment 
Maine Dept. of Education & Cultural 
Services 
Maryland 11-member Advisory Council on 
Libraries 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 5-member Advisory Board (G) 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri x Dept. of Higher Education 
Montana X 5-member Library Commission 
Nebraska 
(GI 
Nevada X Independent agency; Governor 
New Hampshire 1 member ofBoard of Education 
appoints State Librarian 
appointed by that Board 
New Jersey X 7-member Advisory Council of 
the State Library 
New Mexico X 
New York X 
North Carolina X Dept. of Cultural Resources 
North Dakota X Dept. of Institutions 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
X 
X 
12-member Advisory Council (G) 
Independent Department; Gov- 
ernor appoints State Librarian 
South Carolina 
South Dakota X 7-member Library Commission 
(G) housed for communication 
in Dept. of Education & Cul-
tural Affairs 
Tennessee X 7-member Library & Archives 
Commission (G) 
Texas 6-member Library and Histori- 
cal Commission (G ) 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Governor appoints State Librar- 
ian (since 7/1/77) 
Superintendent of Public In-
struction Ex Officio Chairman 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin X 
Wyoming 9-member Library Archives and 
Historical Board (G) 
19 13 
(G) -Governor appoints. 
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In recent years the push for simplification and reorganization of 
state government has reduced the number of independent state library 
agencies. A 1970 study by Douglas St. Angelo and others reported twelve 
state library agencies in departments of ed~cation.~By 1978, nineteen 
agencies were part of an education department. During the 1970s several 
states have enacted or considered legislation placing state library agencies 
in departments broadly concerned with cultural affairs. Reorganization of 
state government in a number of instances has proceeded from the adop- 
tion of a new constitution (ormajor constitutional change) which limits 
the number of agencies or departments of government. In some states 
these reorganizations have caused state library agencies which were 
formerly independent agencies functioning under boards or commissions 
to be merged with or included in departments of education or other larger 
state departments. With the development of "superagencies," some recent 
reorganizations which have placed state library agencies within other de- 
partments have provided substantial autonomy for the state library agency, 
including retention of a library board or commission appointed directly by 
the governor. 
Enactment of sunset legislation can be expected to increase the 
amount of paperwork and time expended in accountability exercises. How- 
ever, early experience does not indicate that such laws will result in major 
change in state library agencies.'O 
INTERNAL ORGANIZATION 
Review of organization charts of state library agencies, as reported in 
The State Library Agencies, and of updated charts furnished by forty 
agencies indicates that four major divisions appear most frequently: 
(1) information services, (2 )  library development, (3) technical services, 
and (4)administrative services. Arizona, Kentucky, New Jersey, Okla-
homa, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia include a division for archives; 
Illinois and New York, a statewide computerized network service; Wash- 
ington, a division for operation of its computerized Washington Library 
Network; and Alabama, Georgia, Iowa, Louisiana, and Nevada each in- 
clude specific positions or offices for network planning in their charts. 
As a means of analyzing organization patterns, the writers looked 
separately at 13 state library agencies with a total staff of 100 or more 
persons, viz., agencies in California, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Michi- 
gan, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, 
Virginia and Washington." Aside from variation in size, there appears to 
be no significant difference between the organization of the larger state 
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agencies and that of the others. Organization patterns are diverse, but 
generally include the same types of divisions. 
A comparison of current organization charts with those which ap- 
peared in the first ASLA report= indicates that few organizational changes 
in state library agencies were made in the 1973-78 period. Exceptions are 
New York and Washington. In the case of Washington, the current or- 
ganization includes a management services position and three associate 
director positions (services, network and research and planning) with 
specific responsibility for participation in a management council. This 
organization chart replaces a circular chart which showed six functions 
(finance, research and planning, staff services, information services, state- 
wide library development, and organization of materials) interacting with 
the state librarian, state government and libraries. 
The New York State Library was completely reorganized in 1976. 
The new organization of the library into four major units (reference 
services, collection acquisition and processing, collection management and 
network services, and legislative and governmental services) replaced the 
traditional reader services/technical services division. The organization 
of reference services reflects the interdisciplinary approach of a major 
research library. Four specialized reference desks (law and social sciences; 
science, health science and technology; humanities; and manuscripts and 
special collections) are each staffed by a team of professional specialists. 
The law and medical libraries, each authorized in statute, are integrated 
in the reference service desks. The Library Development Office of the New 
York State Library, once divided into the Public Library Services Bureau 
and the Academic and Research Library Bureau, now has a Bureau of 
Regional Library Services and a Bureau of Specialist Library Services. 
Impetus for the change in New York State came from a review of antici- 
pated user needs, opportunities for use of technology, a realistic appraisal 
of future funding projections, and new relationships made possible in a 
new building. Less fundamental changes in other states have resulted from 
the impact of technology, program retrenchment or redirection, new legis- 
lative programs or mandates, changed management approaches, or 
legislative or administrative direction. Overwhelmingly, response to a 
1978 questionnaire on impetus for change or anticipated change indicates 
technology as a reason for change. 
FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
Response to a questionnaire sent to each state library agency indicates 
that the major forces which have caused or will cause change in many of 
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their organizations are overwhelmingly technological. OCLC participation 
and the development of statewide networks play a major role in these 
organizational changes. Both the increasing imperative for resource-
sharing among different types of libraries and the emergence of a national 
network call for a stronger role of the state library in multitype library 
planning and involvement. These suggest staffing and operational changes 
in state library agencies. 
Many of the libraries reported that they are utilizing OCLC, Inc. for 
cataloging and interlibrary loan purposes. This membership has enabled 
some libraries to reduce or reallocate staff, increase efficiency and expand 
service. It has provided access to a broader range of material and sources 
for interlibrary loan. Of the twelve state agency libraries that were not 
participants in OCLC or other computer-based systems, four indicated 
they plan to join in the coming year. The Washington State Library has 
developed its own computer-based system. There, the librarian reported 
that: “Computerized networking is placing a heavy responsibility on the 
state agency. I t  is forcing us to look at the way we do business on a day- 
to-day basis, and to give new service and support on a statewide basis.” 
As reported above, eight states have specialist staff assigned to some type 
of network development. Several other states indicated that in the future 
they would be adding some type of network coordinator position to their 
staffs in addition to specialized consultants. 
Automation and network concerns may also result in more flexible 
use of operations and consultant staff in development work, and increased 
collaboration with staff specialists from regional networks or other major 
libraries. Ohio, for instance, supplements its Library Development Division 
staff expertise with personnel in the Information Resource and Services 
Division whenever there is a need for consultation in systems analysis, 
technical services costs, or specialized reference service. Increasingly, 
regional network staff members perform training and related work func- 
tions in the states. 
Some consolidation of functions and staff usually is associated with 
retrenchment. Relatively few organizational changes or major staff ex- 
pansions appear to have taken place in the 1973-78 period as a result 
of new legislation or program expansion (other than that related to tech- 
nology). Developments in program budgeting, program review and ac-
countability will probably continue to have some impact on organization 
and on assignment of staff in state library agencies. 
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Planning and Evaluation of Library Programs 
throughout the States 
JOHN A. McCROSSAN 
STATELIBRARY AGENCY INVOLVEMENT in planning for improved library 
services statewide has a long history. As early as 1936, forty-five states and 
the District of Columbia had “plans or working programs for library 
development.”i The plans dealt with promotion of library services 
throughout the states and gave strong emphasis to development of county 
and regional libraries, library services to residents of state institutions and 
strong central state library programs.* 
Much earlier, in the beginning of the twentieth century, a number of 
states had de fact0 statewide library systems planned and coordinated by 
state library agencies. By 1900 numerous states had established state library 
commissions which concentrated on providing library services to unserved 
areas by: (1) sending out boxes of books-“traveling libraries” -to 
communities; (2) assisting in the establishment of small town and city 
public libraries and, later, county libraries; and (3) providing both finan- 
cial assistance and books to libraries and training opportunities for 
librarian^.^ 
It could be argued that planning and evaluation are the most im- 
portant functions of state library agencies because of their potential impact 
on statewide library improvement. While planning has always been a 
major activity of the state agencies, formal evaluation is only now coming 
into its own as the techniques of evaluation become better understood and 
as the states and the federal government require greater justification of 
programs to determine the best uses of public money. 
JohnA. McCrossan is former State Librarian of Vermont and is Associate Professor, 
Library, Media and Information Studies, University of South Florida, Tampa. 
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Traditionally deeply involved in planning for improvement of public 
library services and public library systems, the state agencies are now very 
actively engaged in study related to other types of library services as well. 
This is due to increased responsibilities brought about by actions of the 
states and the federal government, and especially because of the increased 
scope of the Library Services and Construction Act which is administered 
by the state library agencies. 
This paper contains a discussion of the library profession’s encourage- 
ment of state library agency leadership in planning and evaluation and of 
official authorization of these activities by state and federal law. Those 
sections are followed by discussion of various state agency activities which 
include significant elements of planning and/or evaluation. Activities dis-
cussed include: (1) consultant or advisory assistance provided on an 
individualized basis to local libraries and library systems by state library 
development staff, (2 )  development of programs to be carried out under 
the Library Services and Construction Act, (3 )  development of state 
budget requests, (4) special studies of the total statewide library program 
or particular aspects of that program, and (5) regular and special meet- 
ings sponsored or cosponsored by the state agency at  which library devel- 
opment is studied. 
PROFESSIONAL STATEMENTS ON THE STATE AGENCY ROLE 
Through the years the library profession has produced many official 
documents and other statements indicating that the state library agency 
should assume a major leadership role in planning and coordinating li- 
brary development statewide. In  his influential dissertation on public 
library government published in 1939, Carleton Joeckel recommends a 
central role for state agencies in the development of regional libraries. He 
suggests that the state agencies should be responsible for surveys of a state 
to determine potential library regions. He further advocates that they 
should review plans for establishment of regional library organizations, 
take responsibility for organizing regional library councils representative of 
member libraries, review annual reports from the libraries, and establish 
enforceable standards for them.’ 
The Post-War Standards for Public Libraries published by ALA in 
1943 indicates that each state should have an agency which is “charged 
with responsibility of planning and developing a state-wide system of 
coordinated libraries which will serve adequately the needs of all the 
people.”s It also recommends that the state agency enforce minimum 
standards for libraries and adopt certification standards for librarians. 
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A National Plan for Public Library Service, issued in 1948 by ALA, 
recommends the establishment of larger units of library service and argues 
that the state library agency’s most important role in library development 
should be in “planning for state-wide coverage through efficient areas of 
service and coordination of existing resources.”B 
The 1956 standards for public libraries indicate a major leadership 
and coordinating function for state library agencies in development of 
statewide plans for library service, in review of state legislation, and in 
organization of “demonstration and experimental programs leading to the 
development of library ~ystems.”~ 
The Minimum Standards for Public Library Systems, 1966 recom-
mends that state agencies plan and coordinate library services at various 
levels -local, intermediate and state -and that they “assume a leader-
ship role in, and provide necessary funding for, the development of state- 
wide plans for all types of library services, for interlibrary cooperation, 
for research, and for demonstration and experimental programs.”* I t  also 
recommends that the state agency should evaluate the effectiveness of 
libraries frequently. 
The standards of the state library agencies recognize the state agency’s 
responsibility for planning and evaluation and for involving library and 
community leaders in this type of activity. The 1970 standards assert that 
the state library agency should provide “leadership and participate in the 
development of statewide plans involving all types of libraries. . . [and] 
take the initiative in marshalling qualified individuals, groups, and agen- 
cies to engage in such overall ~ lanning .”~  
STATE AND FEDERAL LAWS REGARDING STATE AGENCY 
PLANNING EFFORTS 
The earliest state laws regarding library development charged the 
state agencies with responsibility for providing library services in unserved 
areas, as noted above. At the present time, many states have laws which 
specifically indicate that the state library agency has responsibility for de- 
velopment and coordination of statewide systems of libraries. For example, 
the New Jersey statutes indicate that the state agency should “coordinate 
a State-wide system of libraries . . . and administer State and federal pro- 
grams for the development of libraries.”1° The Louisiana statutes assert 
that the state library agency “shall plan and work toward a coordinated 
system of parish and regional libraries. . . to give. ..every citizen and 
resident. ..free library service of the highest quality.”” Wisconsin statutes 
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describe the state agency’s role as that of planning and developing public 
and school library services throughout the state.12 
Since the Library Services Act was passed in 1956, and up to the 
present time, state library agency planning and evaluation activities have 
been very strongly influenced by the federal law which requires that the 
funds be used to extend and improve library services and that the state 
library agency develop plans for, administer and evaluate the program.ls 
In the past there had been much exhortation to plan and to attempt to 
develop ideal library programs throughout the states, but there had been 
only limited success in many states because of lack of money. Beginning 
in fiscal 1956, however, each of the states (most for the first time) had a 
significant amount of money with which to begin work. This meant that 
a long era of hoping and dreaming had come to an end, and a new era of 
action had begun which has continued to the present time. 
NCLIS STATEMENT 
Perhaps the most significant of recent statements on the state library 
agency’s role issued by a government agency is the one contained in the 
goals document published by the National Commission on Libraries and 
Information Science (NCLIS) . In that document it is noted that the state 
agencies should “provide a focal point within the state for long-range, 
statewide library planning and development.”l* The NCLIS statement 
also indicates the following: 
Responsibility for fostering the coordination of library resources 
and services throughout a state has usually been assigned to a state 
library agency or to another agency with the same legal authority 
and functions. This agency is the natural focus for statewide plan- 
ning and coordination of cooperative library and information ser- 
vices and for coordinating statewide plans with those of the Federal 
Government. Such agencies should solicit the widest possible partici- 
pation of library, information, and user ~ommunities.~~ 
INDIVIDUALIZED ADVISORY ASSISTANCE 
The emphasis of state library agency staff field work has changed a 
great deal in recent years, both in the types of libraries assisted and in 
the kinds of assistance given. Until the mid-l960s, almost all advisory 
assistance was provided to local public libraries, because local libraries had 
not yet been organized into systems in many states, and because the state 
agency mission was then typically defined asbeing largely limited to public 
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libraries rather than including work with other types of libraries as well. 
Moreover, much of the state library consultant work consisted of helping 
out in routine matters rather than providing real consulting or advisory 
assistance. 
In her 1965 study of state library consultants, Marie Ann Long dis-
covered that the consultants advised local librarians on program planning, 
budgeting and policy-making and also did considerable nonconsulting 
work for local libraries, including book selection, collection weeding, pub- 
lic relations, and taking inventory.la Since library system development was 
gaining momentum at that time in many states, it is not surprising that 
Long also found that some consultants provided significant help to local 
officials in “starting systems.”17 
At the present time most states have public library systems which 
cover all or most of the state. State library development staff can thereby 
concentrate their efforts on work with systems and on special projects, 
leaving routine consulting to the library systems. Moreover, growth of 
state and federal aid for libraries has made it necessary for state develop- 
ment staff to spend increased time on administration of these funding pm-
grams, on helping librarians plan projects which may be funded, and in 
monitoring and evaluating the effects of the projects. After the District 
Library Centers were established in Pennsylvania in the 1960s, for ex- 
ample, the centers (most of which were large or medium-sized public 
libraries) were assigned responsibility for extension work with local li- 
braries, work which had previously been done by state library staff. The 
director of the Pennsylvania State Library’s Bureau of Library Develop- 
ment in 1972 wrote: 
With the reassignment of the extension function, the role of the 
Bureau of Library Development involved far less direct advisory 
service to local libraries and placed emphasis on the administration 
of development programs instead. We now make “liaison” assign- 
ments [to the District Centers] rather than strictly consultant assign- 
ments.’* 
As the responsibilities of state library agencies have increased, the 
agencies have appointed specialized development staff to plan and coordi- 
nate statewide programs in particular types of library services. In 1966 
three new major programs were included within the scope of LSCA: 
library services to the blind and physically handicapped, library services in 
state institutions, and cooperative library services involving different types 
of libraries.lg NCLIS is now actively encouraging state library agencies to 
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develop statewide programs of continuing education for librarians from all 
types of libraries, and the Continuing Library Education Network and 
Exchange (CLENE) developed an institute which trained state agency 
people to do this work.*O 
A recent survey indicates that most of the state agencies have ap- 
pointed a staff member to work at least part-time in each of the four spe- 
cial areas mentioned above, and many have full-time specialists in one 
or more of those areas.21 These specialists are active in statewide programs 
and also assist local libraries. For example, a state institutional library 
consultant will be involved in planning and coordinating a statewide pro- 
gram involving all the state’s health care and correctional institutions. 
These may include regular workshops for institutional library staff, pro- 
vision of supplementary collections of books to institutions, and other such 
services. Also, the state library specialist will often work directly in par- 
ticular institutions to help in establishing or improving library services.22 
DEVELOPMENT OF LSCA PROGRAMS 
Since the inception of the state-administered federal program with 
the passage of the Library Services Act in 1956, the state library agencies 
have been required to submit annual documents specifying proposed use 
of federal funds and matching state funds and, at the end of the fiscal 
year, to file final reports which include descriptions and evaluations of 
the programs funded. The 19f0 amendments to LSCA, which became 
effective in FY 1972, include the requirements noted above, but in addi- 
tion place strong emphasis on the development of long-range, 5-year 
programs and on the involvement of one advisory committee representa- 
tive of all types of libraries and of the public in overall planning and 
evaluation of the total program in each state.23 Previously, there had been 
three separate advisory councils, each of which advised on only certain 
parts of the total program.z4 
Preparation of these reports has provided valuable experience in 
planning and evaluation for state agency staff and, more importantly, has 
led to many specific improvements in library services in the states. In  a 
discussion of state agency staff expertise in this area, Joseph Shubert has 
noted that state staffs received a variety of planning assistance from the 
US .  Office of Education (USOE), both individual advisory assistance 
from USOE staff and special meetings sponsored by USOE which in- 
cluded a significant year-long institute on statewide planning and evalua- 
tion at Ohio State University. He states that this experience, coupled with 
“the initiatives of the state library agencies,” resulted in state agency peo- 
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ple in some states having “planning and evaluation competencies.. . 
[which] equal or excelled those of other program areas.”25 
The institute mentioned above was conducted by USOE and Ohio 
State University in 1971-72.2aThe purpose of the institute was to train 
state librarians and their planning staff to conduct long-range planning 
since, in general, state agency people had previously been involved in 
only short-term planning. The institute, which began in October 1971, 
was conducted in three phases, each of which lasted approximately five 
days. At these sessions state agency staff intensively studied the objectives 
and techniques of long-range planning and evaluation and worked on 
drafts of long-range programs for their respective states, assisted by insti- 
tute staff and by USOE library development specialists. After the final ses- 
sion, the state agencies participating were directed to present these drafts 
to the respective advisory councils for reactions and advice.27 
To date the institute has had tremendous impact on state library 
agency planning and on statewide library development since many of the 
techniques studied at the institute are now being used by the states in 
developing long-range and annual programs, as required by federal regu- 
lations.28 Study of the long-range programs of a number of states showed 
that most of the programs contain discussion of: ( 1 )  the state’s history 
and the characteristics of its population and economy, ( 2 )  the status of 
libraries of all types and of public access to libraries, (3 )  needs for im- 
provement of library services, (4)criteria for determining priorities for 
funding of library development programs, and (5)  goals, objectives and 
specific activities proposed to meet needs. 
The practices of noting goals, objectives and specific proposed activi- 
ties and of securing reaction and advice on these matters from the state 
advisory council have been very helpful in many states, even though the 
process is quite often time-consuming and sometimes frustrating. The 
specificity required makes it important to consider carefully a variety of 
options and to decide on pursuing only the most promising, since the 
amount of money is always limited. Also, the fact that a proposed accom- 
plishment is noted in the long-range program (which is published and is 
usually widely distributed) provides a great deal of motivation to carry 
out the activity. 
An example from the Alabama long-range program will illustrate the 
type of format used in the section of these programs which deals with 
goals, objectives and specific proposed activities. The Alabama document 
states that the major goal is “to assure quality library service to every 
individual in the state and to assist, wherever possible, state and local 
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governments in their efforts on behalf of the citizens of the State.”29 A 
number of subgoals are listed, each one followed by objectives and specific 
tasks or accomplishment indicators with target dates. One of the subgoals 
is entitled “Development of Library Systems.” An objective under that 
heading is to develop state-supported multitype library systems. Several 
specific tasks with target dates are listed after the objective, including the 
following: 
Publish the library systems study recommending a workable plan 
to include all libraries within state supported systems. Target date: 
1978. 
Develop resource centers based on the recommendations of the 
systems study and the resource study. Target date: 1978. 
Develop a statewide system of reciprocal borrowing of materials 
and the creation of a statewide borrowing card. Target date: 1981.30 
Thus, the state has specific accomplishments at which it can aim and, with 
the arrival of the projected target date, can evaluate its progress. 
While it may not be possible to prove that all this planning effort has 
led to improved library services in a state, it seems reasonable to assume 
that it has. Examination of a sample of the LSCA documents reveals that 
some of the states have accomplished a large proportion of the tasks pro- 
jected. This is no small achievement, since some of the planning docu- 
ments are very idealistic and propose vast improvements in library services. 
The state of Washington’s 5-year plan illustrates the type of brief 
evaluation statements which can be used and which clearly indicate the 
degree of success achieved. One section of the Washington program is 
labeled “Network Activity.” A number of activities are briefly described 
on one side of the page and the action accomplished is discussed on the 
other side. For example, one of the projected activities was the develop- 
ment of legislation for the Washington State Library Network. The ac- 
complishment statement notes that the action was accomplished and that 
the governor had signed the proposed legislation2l Another task listed 
under this section was “to examine the cooperative storage concept.”S2 
That this task is progressing satisfactorily is noted in the accomplishment 
statement, which indicates that a task force had studied the matter and 
that “a report and recommendation were prepared by an outside 
STATE BUDGET DOCUMENTS 
In connection with development of their budget requests, state library 
agencies prepare extensive descriptive and evaluative material, both nar- 
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rative and statistical. While the type of material required is in many ways 
similar to that required by the federal government, the specifics and the 
format may be very different and are determined by requirements of the 
state’s budget office. In a recent survey it was discovered that the large 
majority of the twenty-nine states responding develop program-type bud- 
g e t ~ . ~ ~These budgets are called by various names, including program or 
performance budgets; Planning, Programming, Budgeting Systems 
(PPBS) ;and zero-based budgeting. While differing in some respects, these 
various systems all require extensive justification materials, including 
narrative descriptions and evaluations of programs, and statistical mea- 
surements of success. 
Most of the agencies responding submitted portions of their budget 
documents. The documents are arranged by program, each program 
usually containing statements of goals and objectives and narrative evalua- 
tions of past performance, as well as specific statements of activities or 
accomplishment indicators similar to the statements prepared for the 
LSCA reports. Some of the accomplishment indicators are quantitative, 
and others are simply statements of a task to be accomplished. Those 
statements which lend themselves to quantification are followed by actual 
quantities for past years and projections for the future. In general, the 
goal is to increase the quantity from year to year. Some of the quantitative 
measurements used in the budgets submitted are : (1) the total population 
served by regional library systems; (2 )  the number of counties without 
county library service; ( 3 )  the number of blind and handicapped served 
by regional or subregional libraries; (4)the number of meetings, seminars 
and other programs in which state agency staff participate; and (5) the 
number of grants awarded, monitored and e~a1uated.a~ 
SPECIAL STUDIES 
The state library agencies have been involved in many special studies 
which outline plans for improvement of the total statewide library network 
or particular aspects of that network at the state or local levels. Such 
plans might include library services to the state’s institutionalized, a state-
wide interlibrary loan system, or a study recommending establishment of a 
multicounty or regional library. In some cases state library development 
staff have prepared such studies; more often, however, an outside con- 
sultant is commissioned to do this type of work. In recent years the state 
agencies have often been short of staff due to “freezes” in hiring and un- 
certainty of federal funding. Also the feeling exists that an outsider does 
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a better job because he or she possesses more objectivity as well as ex-
pertise which may not be present on state agency staff. 
California provides a good example of a state in which the state 
library stafE did a number of significant studies which have led to the 
establishment of county libraries and library systems or to the establish- 
ment and improvement of the services of those systems. A number of these 
studies were done during the 1960~.~~ 
State library agency staff also regularly conduct special studies for 
development of statewide library programs provided or coordinated by the 
state. These may or may not be published. In the past few years, New 
Mexico State Library staff members have prepared reports on such topics 
as statewide film service, library services in state institutions and special 
projects in public librarie~.~‘ 
While this writer was State Librarian of Vermont, it became apparent 
that Vermont needed its own regional library for the blind and physically 
handicapped. This group had previously been served by a library located 
in another state. Therefore, several of the staff, particularly Patricia 
Klinck and Dorothy Allen, did extensive planning for establishing the 
regional library at the Vermont State Department of Libraries, receiving 
much valuable assistance from the Library of Congress Division for the 
Blind and Physically Handicapped. The planning included activities such 
as (1)meeting with representatives of groups of handicapped people, 
(2) studying mail service, (3 )  developing floor plans, and (4)devising 
work-flow procedures. This planning successfully culminated in the open- 
ing of the regional library in 1976.38 
Some special studies have had lasting impact throughout a state in 
that they have resulted in successful establishment and growth of statewide 
networks of libraries. For example, a study done by Lowell Martin in 
Pennsylvania in 1958 (later supplemented by a study by Kenneth Beas- 
ley) sD led to the establishment of a model statewide and state-supported 
cooperative public library network which has grown and is currently 
functioning very well. 
As with many studies of this type, the project was funded and co- 
ordinated by the state library, and an advisory council representative of a 
wide variety of library and community interests advised on proposed 
recommendation^.^^ This network is made up of three levels of library 
service: independent local libraries, district center libraries which serve 
as centers for public libraries in their areas, and four research libraries 
which serve as “regional resource centers” and provide interlibrary loan 
materials for the network.4l Two special reports done in the 1970s-one 
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the report of a special committee and the other the work of a consultant 
-recommend multitype library programs for Pennsyl~ania .~~ 
The origins of the present statewide library network in Illinois can be 
traced to the work of the Illinois Library Association’s Library Develop- 
ment Committee, which in 1962 considered plans for establishment of 
“larger units of library service with adequate financial support and a high 
level of standards of perf~rmance.”~~ The state library agency was repres- 
ented on the committee and agreed to finance the study the committee 
recommended. Carried out by Robert H. Rohlf, the study outlined spe- 
cific plans for basic elements of the network: “equalization aid, systems of 
public libraries, [and] the designation of four libraries as research and 
reference center^."^' 
This network has been very successful and relatively well funded, and 
is now being expanded into a multitype library network (ILLINET) to 
include and provide services to all types of libraries.45To facilitate this 
development the state library is now funding a special project which con- 
sists of providing each library system with an experienced consultant who 
will work with libraries of all types on development of special 
As a result of several years of study and planning, California is estab- 
lishing a statewide resource-sharing network including all types of libraries, 
which should enable library users throughout the state “to take advantage 
of the great library resources of Calif~rnia.”~’ In  1974 the California State 
Library commissioned Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Company to do a 
study of California library systems. Submitted in June 1975, the study 
made recommendations regarding a statewide network for interlibrary 
loan and reference service.48 A library planning institute, with participa- 
tion of library leaders from all over the state, was held to evaluate the 
study and make recommendations for implementation. At the institute, 
groups were formed to work toward passage of appropriate state legisla- 
tion in 1978.4O In the meantime, progress has been made with the estab- 
lishment of the California Library Authority for Systems and Services 
(CLASS), a public agency which is doing preliminary work for the state- 
wide resource-sharing network.50 
In a number of states, “blue-ribbon” committees have been appointed 
and given responsibility for developing a long-range plan for libraries. 
For example, in 1973 the governor of Maryland appointed a committee 
representative of public and private agencies and charged them with re- 
sponsibility for devising such a plan.51 The Maryland Division of Library 
Development and Services was made responsible for the actual prepara- 
tion of the manuscript which was reviewed and approved by a variety of 
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groups, including the state library association, the State Advisory Council 
on Libraries and the State Board of Education. The Master Plan, ap- 
proved by the governor in December 1974, contains a wide range of 
recommendations, including a strengthened statewide public library sys- 
tem, improved school media services and cooperative programs including 
all types of libraries. Recommendations of the plan will “form the basis 
of the programs and activities of the Maryland Division of Library De- 
velopment and Services for the next five year^.''^^ 
Since funding for library services to the blind, handicapped and in- 
stitutionalized was added to LSCA in 1966, a number of states have 
commissioned special studies which have assisted in the establishment, ex- 
pansion and improvement of special types of library services for the handi- 
capped and institutionalized. For example, a study of Indiana’s network 
of library services for the handicapped recommended the provision of 
various services in addition to the mailing of talking books, e.g., reading 
guidance, reference and group activitie~.‘~ These recommendations are 
now being implemented and are part of the state plan for librarie~.‘~ 
Florida provides a good example of a state which is currently making 
a great deal of progress in the establishment of county and multicounty 
libraries. The state is very large in area, and much of it was sparsely popu- 
lated until recently. As growth has occurred, opportunities have arisen to 
bring public library services to areas which previously had little or none. 
A number of county and multicounty libraries have been established in 
the past few years pursuant to the recommendations of planning studies 
done by outside consultants commissioned by the Florida State Library.‘5 
State library agencies have also cooperated with interstate library 
groups on studies of cooperation across state lines. One of the most signifi- 
cant of such studies is that done by Mary Anders of the nine southeastern 
states. Anders surveyed conditions in all types of libraries and made recom- 
mendations for improvement and for cooperative action. The nine state 
library agencies in the region contributed financial assistance for the 
project, which also received funds from state library associations, the 
Southeastern Library Association and the Tennessee Valley Authority.56 
In three states -Virginia, Florida and Alabama -the state agencies have 
cooperated in sponsoring statewide studies of library de~elopment .~~ 
Finally, special mention should be made of the unique situation in 
Illinois which has resulted in much useful research and publication. The 
Illinois State Library has had a long-standing agreement with the Library 
Research Center of the University of Illinois Graduate School of Library 
Science. The state agency makes regular grants to the research center to 
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carry out special research projects. According to State Librarian Kathryn 
Gesterfield, “the study of library problems is one of the important priorities 
of the State Plan” for the use of LSCA funds.58 Some of the studies funded 
in this program include a study of public library finance, an evaluation of 
the public library construction program, a study of the development of 
library systems in Illinois, and a study of reference service.59 
MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS 
Much progress has been made as a result of regular and special meet- 
ings involving cooperative planning by state library agency staff and li- 
brary and community leaders. Undoubtedly, the most notable example of 
such activity at the present time is the state conferences which precede 
the White House Conference on Libraries and Information Science to be 
held in Washington, D.C. in the fall of 1979. 
The National Commission on Libraries and Information Science is 
coordinating the national conference and providing funds and staff assis- 
tance for the state conferences. The director of NCLIS, Alphonse Trezza, 
has noted that “responsibility for planning and conducting these state 
conferences rests with the state library agencies” and that those agencies 
must “involve the American Library Association chapters and other library 
and information service associations in their state in the planning pro- 
cess.”60 His discussion of the state conferences makes it clear that their 
major purpose is to develop a state plan for library services which is com- 
patible with national plans. He writes: 
These state conferences will call together a cross-section of interested 
parties from the local and state levels to focus on and define the 
library and information services situation, enumerate the state and 
Federal resources available, determine problems, and highlight suc- 
cessful areas. In sum, the state conferences will seek to lay out a state 
plan for allocation of their library and information services resources 
which can be used as part of a large country-wide analysis in the na- 
tional conference.61 
Various state library agencies regularly sponsor meetings for the ad- 
ministrative staffs of district or regional library systems in their states. The 
systems are then expected to hold meetings for local libraries. In  the meet- 
ings a variety of topics of common concern is discussed, and planning for 
future development is inevitably one of the major topics. In Pennsylvania, 
heads of the district center libraries and of the regional resource center 
libraries are brought together by the state library three or four times a 
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year to discuss such matters as long-range programs for library develop- 
ment, plans for changes in state rules and regulations for the receipt of 
state aid, and development of services to meet special needs. In her study 
of library services in the southeastern states, Anders discovered that in six 
of the states, state agency personnel meet regularly with administrators of 
public libraries.62 
The Library Planning Institute in California mentioned earlier is 
a good example of a special meeting which has had considerable impact 
on library development in a state. In  this case, a group of prominent 
librarians from all parts of the state advised on the establishment of a 
statewide multitype library network.63 
Colorado provides another good example. In that state, the state 
library has coordinated an extensive needs assessment of the seven multi- 
type library systems which have recently evolved from public library sys- 
tems pursuant to permissive legislation passed by the state legislature. 
The purpose of the needs assessment was to assist in planning for the 
kinds of services which the multitype systems should provide. Each of the 
systems selected a system planning team to carry out the needs assessment, 
and team members participated in a workshop on assessment techniques 
in Denver. As a result of this activity, the state will be able to progress 
with development of its network.g4 Moreover, to assist in development of 
the statewide network, the state library has coordinated a series of ten 
workshops on use of the computer in reference work; approximately 200 
librarians par t i~ ipa ted .~~ 
Planning has long been one of the state library agency’s most im- 
portant functions, and evaluation is becoming more important all the time. 
Together, these activities may constitute the most significant activities of 
state library agencies because of their potentially great impact on library 
services throughout the states. 
Social and economic conditions of the late twentieth century make it 
essential that some agency provide leadership in careful planning and 
evaluation aimed at providing the best possible library services to all of 
the people of a state at a reasonable cost. The state library agency seems 
to be the most logical organization to do so. 
State library agencies have made a good beginning in this work, but 
much remains to be done. If those agencies can provide dynamic leader- 
ship in planning and evaluation and can effectively “solicit the widest 
possible participation of library, information, and user communities)) as 
recommended by NCLIS,66the years ahead should see much improvement 
in library and information services available to all. 
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Administration of State and Federal Funds for Library 
Development 
GENEVIEVE M. CASEY 
THISARTICLE WILL ATTEMPT to trace how state library development agen- 
cies were affected by state and federal funds for libraries, and how those 
agencies in turn determined the pattern, volume and utilization of these 
funds. I t  will explore relationships which state and federal funding 
brought about between state library agencies and local and federal li-
braries and governments. The review will focus on the period from the 
passage of the Library Services Act in 1956 through 1977. 
LSA/LSCA 
The passage of the Library Services Act (LSA) and its successor, the 
Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) ,federal legislation for the 
improvement and extension of public library service, has probably pro- 
duced a more profound impact on state library development agencies than 
any other single factor. The other library legislation of the 1960s-the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (administered by a very few 
state libraries), the Higher Education Act and the Medical Library Assis- 
tance Act-have had much less impact on state library development 
agencies and thus are not discussed in this article. In all states, however, 
LSA/LSCA has had a profound influence on state library agencies. Be-
cause of the importance to the topic of this issue, a brief chronology of 
LSA/LSCA follows. It is based on data up to 1973 gathered by James Fry 
for an earlier issue of Library Trends; and on later data published in the 
Genevieve M. Casey k Professor, Division of Library Science, Wayne State Uni-
versity, Detroit, Michigan. 
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ALA Washington Newsletter and in recent editions of the Bowker Annual 
of Library and Book Trade Information. 
CHRONOLOGY 
1944: A group of librarians, headed by Ralph Shaw, director of the De- 
partment of Agriculture Library; Paul Howard, the first director of the 
AJLA Washington Office; and Carl Milam, ALA Executive Secretary, 
conceived the idea of a bill to provide federal aid to public libraries. At 
that time, adequate public library service was available to less than one- 
half of the American people. One county in five had no public library 
whatever. 
1946: Senator Lister Hill (D., Alabama) introduced the bill conceived in 
1944. A decade of legislative setbacks and disappointments followed. 
1956: Representative Edith Green (D., Oregon) and Senator Lister Hill, 
with bipartisan sponsorship of twenty-seven representatives and sixteen 
senators, introduced legislation which was destined to become the Library 
Services Act. In addition to strong support from ALA, the legislation was 
endorsed by twenty national organizations, including the National Edu- 
cation Association, National Congress of Parents and Teachers, American 
Federation of Labor, Congress of Industrial Organizations, Farmers’ 
Union, Federation of Women’s Clubs, and several library associations. 
In  June 1956, President Eisenhower signed into law the Library 
Services Act, Public Law 597 of the Eighty-fourth Congress, described by 
Edmon LOW as the father of modern library legislation. 
In  effect until June 30, 1961, the Library Services Act authorized 
annual appropriations of up to $7.5 million to be distributed to the states 
according to a formula based on their relative rural populations and fiscal 
capacity. With the objective of extending and improving public library 
service, the act provided that : 
1. funds be channeled through a state library agency designated by each 
state’s attorney general as responsible for fostering statewide public 
library service; 
2. 	 funds be used only for the establishment and/or improvement of public 
library service in communities of 10,000or less; 
3. 	funds be expended according to a state plan for public library service 
reached by the state library agency with the advice of a broadly 
representative advisory board; 
4. 	 funds be matched with state/local funds, and that these state/local 
appropriations not fall below the level of the previous year; 
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5 .  funds be used for personnel, materials, communication, travel, equip- 
ment, rental of space, but not construction. 
Table 1 charts the authorization and appropriations for LSA from 1957 
to 1961. 
January 1960: Senate Bill 2830 to extend LSA for five more years was 
introduced by Senator Lister Hill and cosponsored by fifty-one senators. 
In justifying the need for an extension of what had been conceived as a 
temporary measure, Senator Hill argued: “By the end of fiscal 1961, when 
this program will expire. . . .it is estimated that only half of the job will 
be done, that at least 40 million rural residents will still have no public 
library service, or inadequate service, and that 150 rural counties will still 
have no public library service within their borders.”2 
May 26,1960: The Senate passed S. 2830 unanimously. 
August 22, 1960: The House passed S .  2830 (190-29) after forty minutes 
of debate which centered on the question of whether the federal govern- 
ment had any responsibility for local public library service. 
August 31, 1960: President Eisenhower signed into law the extension of 
the Library Services Act until June 30, 1966 (P.L. 86-679). The extension 
continued authorization of up to $7.5 million annually for the establish- 
ment and improvement of rural public library service. 
January 29,1963: President Kennedy sent to Congress a special education 
message which included a recommendation to enact “legislation to amend 
the Library Services Act by authorizing a 3-year program of grants for 
urban as well as rural libraries and for construction as well as operation.” 
In justification for this new initiative, President Kennedy’s message cited 
that: 
The public library is also an important resource for continuing 
education. But 18 million people in this nation still have no access 
TABLE 1. LSA: AUTHORIZATIONS 1957-61AND APPROPRIATIONS, 
(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
Fiscal Year Authorization Appropriation 
1957 87.50 $2.05 
1958 7.50 5.00 
1959 7.50 6.00 
1960 7.50 6.00 
1961 7.50 7.50 
1962 7.50 7.50 
1963 7.50 7.50 
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to any local public library service and over 110 million more have 
only inadequate service. 
Advanced age, lack of space, and lack of modern equipment 
characterize American public library buildings in 1963. Their rate 
of replacement is barely noticeable: two per cent in a decade. There 
are now no Carnegie funds available for libraries -nor have there 
been for 40 years. 
The public library building is usually one of the oldest govern- 
mental structures in use in any community. In  one prosperous mid- 
western State, for example, 30 per cent of all public library buildings 
were built before [the] year 1910, and 85 percent were erected before 
1920. Many other States are in a similar ~ituation.~ 
October 29, 1963: Senator Wayne Morse (D., Oregon) introduced 
S .  2265, embodying President Kennedy’s recommendations. 
November 26, 1963: The Senate, as its first order of business after the 
assassination of President Kennedy, passed S. 2265 (P.L. 88-7), a resound- 
ing bipartisan victory. 
January 21, 1964: The House passed its version of S. 2265 by a vote of 
254-107. Opposition in the debate centered on the dangers of federal inter- 
vention in local public libraries, and the likelihood that this “temporary” 
support would become permanent. 
February 11, 1964: President Johnson signed into law the Library Services 
and Construction Act (P.L. 88-269). The principal differences between 
LSCA and LSA were: 
1. The population limitation was removed beginning July 1, 1964. 
Coverage was extended to all areas of the country regardless of 
size. 
2. 	A new construction title was added which authorized $20 million 
for FY 1964 and such sums as the Congress may determine for 
FY 1965 and 1966. The act provided minimum allotments of 
$80,000 to each state. 
3. 	The matching grant authorization for public library services was 
increased from $7.5 million a year to $25 million for FY 1964 and 
such sums that Congress may determine for FY 1965 and 1966. 
4. 	 Construction was defined to include construction of new build- 
ings; expansion, remodeling and alteration of existing buildings; 
initial equipment; and architects’ fees and land acquisition costs. 
5. The District of Columbia and Puerto Rico were included in the 
definition of a state.“ 
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For state libraries, LSCA had momentous effects: (1) it forced them into 

relationships with large city libraries and away from the exclusive concen- 

tration on rural problems which had characterized many of them, (2)  it 

provided them with greatly increased funds and power to implement plans 

for public library service, and (3)  it catapulted them into the enormously 

political and competitive world of library construction. Table 2 traces the 

authorization and appropriations for LSCA in 1964-66. 

March 1965: Senator Lister Hill and Congressman Roman Pucinski (D., 

Illinois) introduced similar bills to amend and extend LSCA for four 

years. The new bills proposed four principal titles with the following 

provisions: 

Title I -Public Library Services: as in the 1964 act, matching-grant 

funds to be used for books and other library materials, library equipment, 

salaries and other operating expenses. 

Title I1-Public Library Construction. 

Title I11-Interlibrary Cooperation: funds for the establishment and 

maintenance of local, regional, state or interstate cooperative networks of 

libraries. 

Title IV  -Specialized State Library Services: funds to assist states in 

providing greatly needed specialized library services to state institutions 

and to the physically handicapped. 

In  defending the bill, Senator Mike Mansfield (D., Montana) cited the 

following accomplishments of LSCA : 

More than 375 bookmobiles were added to existing library resources 
to reach rural readers. An estimated 14 million books and other 
informational materials were added to library collections. In the 
construction phase of the Library Services and Construction Act 
program, 53 States or territories reported that they had approved 
TABLE 2. LSCA: AUTHORIZATIONS 1964-66AND APPROPRIATIONS, 
(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
Fiscal Title I Title I1 
YeUT Auth. A W .  Auth. A W .  
1964 
1965 
1966 determine” 
$25.0 
“such sums 
as Congress may 
25.0 
$ 7.5  
25.0 
$25.0 
“such sums 
determine” 
as Congressmay 
-
$30.0 
30.0 
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363 local public library construction projects. ...Of the 363 projects, 
233 were for the construction of new buildings; 58 were for additions 
to existing library buildings; and 72 were for remodeling or altera- 
tion. An estimated 23.3 million people will be served by this new 
con~truction.~ 
July 19, 1966: President Johnson signed into law the Library Services and 
Construction Act Amendments of 1966 (P.L. 89-511) ,effective through 
June 30, 1971. Table 3 graphs the authorizations and appropriations for 
each title, 1967-71. 
April 1969: Library, education and related interests formed a coalition, 
the “Emergency Committee for Full Funding of Educational Programs.’’ 
The demands of the Vietnam war and inflation were beginning to jeopar- 
dize the priorities of the “Great Society.’’ 
January 1970: The Labor/HEW Appropriations Bill, containing funds 
for LSCA for FY 1971, was vetoed by President Nixon. 
March 5,  1970: President Nixon signed a revised appropriations bill for 
FY 1971, providing appropriations for LSCA of over $51 million. 
July 1970: The Education Appropriations Bill for FY 1972, appropriating 
funds for LSCA, passed and was then vetoed by President Nixon. 
August 197Q: Congress overrode the president’s veto of the 1972 appro- 
priations bike 
September-December 1970: Bills were introduced in the Senate by Sena- 
tors Clairborne Pel1 (D., Rhode Island) and Ralph Yarborough (D., 
Texas), and in the House by Congressman Brademas (D., Indiana), for 
the extension of LSCA until June 30, 1976. The bills consolidated Title IV  
(services for institutionalized and handicapped persons) with Title I and 
identified three federal priorities: library service to the disadvantaged, 
TABLE 3. LSCA: AUTHORIZATIONS 1967-71AND APPROPRIATIONS, 
(IN MILLIONSOF DOLLARS) 
~ i ~ Title~I ~ l Title II  Title 111 Title IV-A Title IV-B 
Year Auth. Appr, Auth. Agpr. Auth. Appr. Auth. Appr. Auth. Afifir. 
1967 $35 $25.0 $40 $40.00 $ 5.0 $3.75 $ 5.0 $0.4 83 $0.3 
1968 45 35.0 ‘‘such 18.20 7.5 2.37 7.5 0.2 4 1.3 
sum as 
1969 55 35.0 Congress 9.20 10.0 2.28 10.0 2.1 5 1.3 
may de-
1970 65 17.5 termine” 7.80 15.0 2.28 12.5 2.1 6 1.3 
1971 97 38.4 7.09 15.0 2.28 15.0 2.1 7 1.3 
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strengthening of state library administrative agencies, and strengthening 
of metropolitan libraries.’ Both bills passed unanimously. 
December 30, 1975: President Nixon signed P.L. 91-600, the extension of 
LSCA until June 30, 1976. Table 4 charts the authorizations and appropri- 
ations for LSCA, 1972-76. 
January 1972: President Nixon, in his budget for FY 1973, eliminated all 
funds for LSCA, along with funds for other library legislation. 
August 1972: The Labor/HEW Appropriations Bill, providing funds for 
LSCA, passed and was vetoed by President Nixon. 
October 1972: A second Labor/HEW bill providing dollars for LSCA 
passed and was vetoed by President Nixon. A continuing resolution per- 
mitted the administration to spend at the presidential budget figures or 
at the appropriation level of FY 1972; this meant zero funding for LSCA. 
President Nixon signed into law the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act, 
conceived as an alternative to categorical federal aid. The act authorized 
over $6 billion for each calendar year, 1972-76, to be distributed to states 
and municipalities on the basis of income, population, urbanization and 
tax revenues. Priority expenditures were for public safety, environmental 
protection, transportation, health, recreation services for the poor and 
aged, financial administration and libraries. 
January 29,1973: President Nixon’s 1974 budget again proposed to termi- 
nate federal funds for public libraries on July 1, 1973. In the words of 
Richard Nathan, undersecretary of HEW: “Libraries simply are not a 
national government responsibility. . . .This program is a good case of a 
federal program that should be turned back to the States and localities.’’s 
This position was resisted by ALA and several congressmen. Ralph Nader 
urged librarians to launch a campaign to educate the public and legislators 
about the importance of libraries to the American people? The Nixon 
administration advocated revenue-sharing as an alternative to the direct, 
TABLE 4. LSCA: AUTHORIZATIONS 1972-76AND APPROPRIATIONS, 
(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
Fiscal Title Z Title ZZ Title III 
Year Auth. Appr. Auth. Appr. Aufh. A@.. 
1972 $112.0 $46.5 $80.0 $9.5 $15.0 $2.6 
1973 117.6 62.0 84.0 - 15.7 4.7 
1974 123.5 44.2 88.0 - 16.5 2.6 
1975 129.6 49.1 92.5 - 17.3 2.6 
1976 137.1 51.7 97.0 - 18.2 2.6 
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categorical aid provided by LSCA. In response to this proposal, Joseph 
Shubert, then State Librarian of Ohio, reflected the skepticism of the li- 
brary profession : 
You have two problems [with revenue-sharing]. One is that the 
money in some cases has already been allocated and the other is that 
the general attitude toward revenue sharing is [not to] make long 
term commitments. You can’t put together systems or regional co- 
operative operations out of bits and pieces of revenue sharing where 
you have to get maybe 35 different local governments each to con- 
tribute a little money to run a $40,000 bookmobile in three rural 
counties. And yet not one of those three rural counties can afford 
to run a bookmobile program by itself.1° 
Shubert’s reservation about federal revenue-sharing as a substitute for 
LSCA was borne out in an intensive study in 1976 of the effect of 
revenue-sharing on public libraries, sponsored by the National Commission 
on Libraries and Information Science. Data gathered in this study led to 
the conclusion that “general revenue sharing. . .is not an effective substi- 
tute for. . .progressive development of public library services for all 
citizens.”11 In 1973-74, only 1.8 percent ($76 million) of all general 
revenue-sharing funds to local governments was allocated for public 
library capital and operating expenses, and no more than one-third to 
one-half of this $76 million represented new money. The remainder simply 
replaced local tax dollars. 
March 1973: A final continuing resolution for the period January-June 
1973 was signed by President Nixon, requiring the administration to 
spend for LSCA at the lowest of the House or Senate figures authorized in 
the first Labor/HEW Appropriations Bill for FY 1973. The administration 
continued, however, to spend only at the level of the president’s budget 
($30 million for LSCA Title I, compared to the $62 million authorized; 
zero for Title 11,compared to the $15 million authorized). 
May 1973: A new Title IV, “Older Readers Services,” was added to 
LSCA, authorizing funds for a variety of services to the aging, including 
employment of older people in libraries. This title has never been funded. 
June 26,1973: The House of Representatives passed H.R. 8877, a Labor/ 
HEW Appropriations Bill for FY 1974, which included $58.7 million for 
LSCA (rejecting the Nixon zero budget recommendation) . 
June 30, 1973: The U.S. District Court of Oklahoma ruled on a suit 
brought by Oklahoma, Michigan and New Mexico that the administra- 
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tion’s impounding of LSCA funds for FY 1973 was “unconstitutional and 
unlawful.’’ 
July 1,1973: President Nixon signed a continuing resolution which funded 
LSCA through September 30, 1973 at the $58 million-level. 
December 18,1973: President Nixon signed the 1974 Labor/HEW Appro- 
priations Bill into law. Compromising with the administration, Congress 
allowed the president to cut 5 percent from each program exceeding his 
budget request. This included LSCA. 
December 19, 1973: The administration announced the release of all 
LSCA 1973 impounded funds. In the crisis of the 1970s, state libraries 
assumed a new prominence in the fight for federal as well as state funding. 
In every state, the impoundment of federal funds threatened to destroy 
library programs. The release of impounded funds six months into the 
fiscal year created new challenges for their wise expenditure. 
August 1974: LSCA was again amended, as part of the Education Amend- 
ments of 1974, to ensure that priority be given to programs and services 
for persons of limited English-speaking ability. 
February 5, 1975: Congressman Harold Johnson (D., California) intro- 
duced H.R. 2893 to extend LSCA through September 30, 1978. 
July 1975: The Education Appropriations Bill for FY 1976 (H.R. 5901), 
which contained funds for LSCA, passed and was vetoed by President 
Ford. 
September 1975: Congress overrode the president’s veto and the Educa- 
tion Appropriations Bill became P.L. 91-91. It provided $51.7 million for 
LSCA. 
September 1975: The National Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science adopted a resolution, recommending to the Congress and the 
president : 
That the Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) be revised 
and extended for three years on the following basis: 
(a) Revise the act to ensure that federal funds not be substituted 
for state funds nor used as a substitute for adequate state sup- 
port for the function of the state library agency. Provide a 
limitation on expenditures by state library agencies of 10 per-
cent for administrative purposes. 
(b) Match LSCA, Title I, funds by state appropriations only. 
(c) Implement statutory time limitation on the use of LSCA funds 
for the state administration of LSCA, ensuring that more LSCA 
funds are distributed to eligible libraries. 
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(d) Assure an equitable distribution of LSCA, Title 	I, funds to 
strengthen urban public libraries. 
(e) Structure 	 administrative and fiscal provisions of LSCA to 
strengthen, stimulate, and require state and local support. 
( f )  	Merge Title I11 of LSCA and the multitype Library Partner- 
ship Act providing for the establishment of a local-state-federal 
partnership program for the purpose of encouraging and sus-
taining an adequate system of libraries and for the further de- 
velopment of networks that extend and expand the use of the 
resources of school, public, academic, and special libraries and 
information centers. 
(9)Revise LSCA to include provisions for forward funding to help 
resolve the recurring problems of uncertainty, late allocations, 
and other administrative problems that interfere with effective 
planning at the national, state, and local levels. 
The resolution further recommends that the funding level for fiscal 
year 1977 for LSCA, Title I, be at a level not less than the FY 1976 
appropriation; Title I1 at a minimum level of $9 million; Title 111, 
including the Library Partnership Act, at a minimum level of $15 
million; Title IV, Older American Services, at a minimum level of 
$2 million.*2 
Table 5 charts appropriations for 1977 and 1978. 
February 1976: A 5-year extension of LSCA (H.R. 11233) passed the 
House by a vote of 378-7, but was not considered by the Senate Education 
Committee. LSCA operated in FY 1977 under a 1-year extension autho- 
rized through the Education Amendments of 1974. LSCA was scheduled 
to expire September 20, 1977. 
September 8,1977: House and Senate reached final agreement on a 5-year 
extension of LSCA. Table 6 charts funds authorized in the bill. 
The Senate’s provision for a Title V, providing discretionary grants to 
urban libraries, was dropped by the conferees in favor of a provision ear- 
marking all appropriations for Title I in excess of $60 million for support- 
ing and expanding library services of major urban resource libraries. 
TABLE 5. LSCA: APPROPRIATIONS, 1977-78 (IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
Fiscal Year Title 2 Title ZI Title III Title ZV 
1977 $56.9 - $3.3 -
1978 56.9 - 3.3 -
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TABLE 6. FUNDING UNDER SERVICESAUTHORIZED THE LIBRARY 

AND CONSTRUCTION
ACT, 1978-82 (IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
~ ~~~~ 
Title ZV 
Fiscal Year Title Z TitleZZ TitleZZZ (Older Readers) 
1978 $110 “such $15 
1979 140 sums as 20 “such 
1980 150 necessary” 20 sums as 
1981 150 20 necessary” 
1982 150 $97 20 
October 7, 1977: President Carter signed into law P.L. 95-123 which ex- 

tends LSCA through 1982. 

December 9, 1977: President Carter signed a continuing resolution pro- 

viding LSCA funding for FY 1978. This resolution superseded the Labor/ 

HEW Approprations Bill, which had been delayed in a lengthy contro- 

versy over federal funding for abortion. 

IMPACT OF LSA/LSCA 
What have state libraries accomplished with the federal funds en- 
trusted to them over the last twenty-two years, and what has been the 
impact of these federal funds upon the state library agencies themselves? 
The answer to the first part of this question could fill many books. TO 
answer it in detail would be beyond the scope of this article. In general, 
as Rodney Lane pointed out in Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Federal 
Funding of Public Libraries, “much has been accomplished to stimulate 
and sustain the public library as a vital community-based informational 
and educational institution.”13 Perhaps the most impressive result of the 
federal-state-local partnership has been the widespread -indeed, almost 
universal -establishment of public library systems and multitype library 
networks designed to augment and supplement local library services. These 
cooperatives have resulted in some level of library service to most Ameri- 
can citizens, in improved service for many, but not in equality of access. 
The movement toward regional and statewide library networks began 
early, under LSA, and was further stimulated after 1966 by LSCA Title 
111.Elizabeth Hughey, summarizing the activities undertaken by the states 
during the first ten years of Title 111, lists the following: “( 1) identifica- 
tion and location of library resources available in a state or region; 
(2) establishment or expansion of interlibrary loan and reference net- 
works to include all types of libraries and information centers ...;(3) ex- 
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pansion or establishment of precessing centers .. . ; (4) coordination of the 
acquisition of materials among types of libraries; and (5) ...the establish- 
ment of regional area library councils” engaged in assessing needs, joint 
planning, and eva1~ation.l~ Looking to the future, Hughey states that, <‘multistate regional networks are currently grappling with the as yet un- 
answered problems of interface and their role in what might became a 
‘national’ network.”15 
Funds for construction were last appropriated in 1973, and were 
available for obligation through FY 1975. During its 12-year period, a 
total of $174.5 million of LSCA funds were allocated and matched by 
local funds. The result has been the erection and remodeling of over 2000 
public library buildings.16 
Although no one could claim that public library service to the dis- 
advantaged, the aging, the institutionalized, the handicapped, to minori- 
ties, or to persons of limited English-speaking ability are adequate, the 
record of achievement under LSA/LSCA is impressive. A sampling of 
these achievements is provided in Library Programs Worth Knowing 
About, a descriptive, annotated guide to exemplary programs initiated 
under LSCA in thirty-four states, jointly prepared by the Office of Li- 
braries and Learning Resources of the U.S. Office of Education (the 
federal agency which administers LSCA) and COSLA, the association of 
Chief Officers of State Library Agencie~.~‘ 
For each program described, information is included on users or 
target group, facilities and materials utilized, budget, staffing and training 
requirements, evaluation, and “replication services” available, i.e., reports, 
forms, audio or video materials, opportunities for site visits, etc. In general, 
most of the programs are aimed at groups and individuals ordinarily not 
reached by conventional public library services. 
Six projects are focused on the aging. These range from home delivery 
of library materials by volunteers in Muscatine, Iowa, to oral history 
projects -one in Grand Rapids, Michigan, aimed at capturing the remi- 
niscences of elders among Chippewa, Ottawa and Potawatomi Indian 
tribes, and another in New Mexico which recorded the rapidly disappear- 
ing rural way of life in Spanish-speaking villages. 
Eleven of the projects focus on people for whom English is a second 
language -Asians in Oakland, California; Spanish-speaking migrant 
workers in New Jersey; preschool children of non-English-speaking fami- 
lies in Massachusetts. “Project CHIPS’ (Consumer Health Information 
Program and Services) offered health information and referral services 
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in Spanish and English to a multiethnic population of over 2 million peo-
ple in Los Angeles County. 
Eight of the projects were targeted at functionally illiterate adults, 
many of them involving the recruiting and training of community volun- 
teers to tutor the illiterate, thus providing a link between two divergent 
groups in the community -the literate, educated middle class and the 
undereducated poor. Commonly, these programs encouraged close coop- 
eration between the library and other community agencies working in 
adult basic education. 
Many of the projects demonstrated nontraditional ways to deliver 
library services, such as books by mail, information broadcast by radio and 
television, computerized information/referral centers, and innovative use 
of bookmobiles. 
At least eleven of the projects detailed were in the area of networking 
and interlibrary cooperation. Among the most original of these was the 
development of a mathematical model of the Illinois Interlibrary Loan 
Network. Seven projects were aimed specifically at school/public library 
cooperation. 
The projects highlighted in Library Programs Worth Knowing About 
reflect the response of state library agencies to national priorities written 
into LSCA -priorities of: ( 1  ) extending library services to the poor, 
minority groups, the illiterate, the disadvantaged -all peopIe outside the 
middle-class mainstream who are traditional library users, and (2) utilizing 
technology to link together resources in all types of libraries. The com- 
pilation also reflects congressional and executive concern for account- 
ability, with emphasis on clear objectives, realistic evaluation and deliber- 
ate planning to share insights and replicate programs. 
Another accomplishment linked at least indirectly to LSCA, and to 
the planning, experiments and demonstrations it enabled, has been a 
wider range of state aid and grants to local public libraries. State aid to 
local public libraries will be discussed in a later section of this article. 
On the negative side, in analyzing the effects of LSA/LSCA, it must 
be admitted that: 
1. 	Equality of library opportunity has not yet been reached. In the mid- 
1970s, per capita expenditures for library service ranged from less than 
$1.00 to $15.00, against a median of $3.28.18 In  1976, the chief state 
library officers estimated that there were over 9 million Americans 
(4.4 percent) with no library service, 175 million (83.3 percent) with 
inadequate service and only 26 million (12.3 percent) with what they 
defined as adequate service. 
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2. 	 State support of local public libraries, although it has increased in 
dollar amounts, has actually decreased relatively. The library’s share of 
all state aid to local government has declined, from .33 percent in 1967 
to .21 percent in 1974. Between 1972-74 state aid to libraries increased 
by 4.7 percent, whereas all state payments increased by 11.8 percent. 
Breakthroughs in the state aid programs in California and Michigan 
during the last few months have somewhat altered the picture at least 
in these two states. 
3. 	LSA/LSCA has not achieved a balanced intergovernmental funding 
system between local, state and federal levels, as is generally perceived 
as necessary. The overwhelming portion of the cost of public library 
service continues to fall on local government. 
Because the level of LSA/LSCA funding has never been in accord with its 
stated goals and objectives, and because its funding has been unstable, 
fluctuating widely from year to year (especially during the 1970s), LSCA 
has been less than totally effective in assuring adequate public library 
services throughout the nation, despite its truly impressive achievements. 
What has been the impact of federal funds on state library agencies 
themselves? In the first place, state library extension/development agencies 
in some states, such as Arizona and Utah, were actually brought into being 
to enable the state to qualify for the federal funds. In  every state, library 
development agencies have been enormously strengthened in order to meet 
the demands placed on them by LSA/LSCA. In fact, a 1974 report com- 
piled by the General Accounting Office criticized state libraries for chan- 
neling too many LSCA dollars into “administration services and statewide 
programs” at the state level, thus unduly reducing the funds available to 
provide new or improved library service at the local library level, for 
which LSCA was intended.l9 
LSA/LSCA strengthened state libraries, not only because it afforded 
them discretionary funds for administration, but also because it: 
1. required planning, leading to long- and short-range programs for public 
library development ; 
2. 	it provided them over the years with substantial amounts of new money 
for the improvement of public library services, for construction of 
public libraries, for the development of library services for the institu- 
tionalized and for the handicapped -all of these forcing more sophis- 
ticated systems of accounting, budgeting, planning, evaluating, and 
technical consulting; 
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3. gave leadership responsibility for statewide multitype library networks, 
thus causing state library development agencies to widen their scope 
from public libraries alone to all types of libraries within a state; and 
4. caused state libraries to move from an almost exclusive concentration 
on small rural public libraries to consideration of the more sophisticated 
demands of large urban public libraries and public library systems. 
There can be no doubt that the state library development agency of 1978 
is a vastly more sophisticated agency, better staffed, better equipped and 
more respected than it was in 1956, and that much of this growth is a 
result of LSA/LSCA. I t  also cannot be questioned that a strong state 
library is critical to an effective local-state-federal partnership for the 
improvement of public library services. 
One evidence of the growing maturity of state libraries since LSA was 
enacted is the establishment of two professional organizations : the Associ- 
ation of State Library Agencies (ASLA), a unit of ALA founded in 1956, 
and COSLA (mentioned earlier), an independent organization founded 
in 1973 of individuals who head state agencies responsible for library de- 
velopment. The scope and focus of these associations reflects the growing 
importance of state libraries as intermediaries between the federal govern- 
ment and local libraries. 
Within the American Library Association, ASLA has responsibility 
for : 
planning of programs of study and policy for the development of 
total library service on a statewide basis, emphasizing the coordina- 
tion and interdependence of all ltypes of libraries . . . ;establishment, 
evaluation and promotion of standards for state library agencies; 
[and] . . ..the development of policies, studies, and activities relating 
to (a) state library legislation, (b) state grants-in-aid and appropria- 
tions, and (c) relationship of state to federal and local government.20 
Multitype library cooperation has dominated the attention of ASLA since 
Title I11 (Interlibrary Cooperation) of LSCA was enacted in 1966. In 
December 1976, the ASLA Board of Directors adopted a position state- 
ment which asserts that ASLA is “the unit within the American Library 
Association best able to promote and represent the interests and activities 
of libraries involved in statewide coordination, interlibrary cooperation 
and networking.”21 In 1976, ASLA was one of only three ALA divisions 
which increased its membership, a trend which continued in 1977. In  
1977, ASLA merged with the Health and Rehabilitative Library Services 
Division of ALA. The fact that these two divisions share a major concern 
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for service to the handicapped and institutionalized can be directly attrib- 
uted to responsibilities engendered by LSCA Title IV-A and IV-B in the 
amendments of 1966. 
COSLA has as its purpose “to interact with the federal officials with 
whom they [the Chief Officers of State Library Agencies] work and with 
each other on issues of mutual 
Present concerns include (1) effective statewide planning and action 
to ensure library services adequate to meet the needs of all communi-
ties; (2) the strengthening of state library agencies, library systems, 
and effective networks; (3 )  federal legislation and federal appropri- 
ations for library services; (4)state-federal partnership implications 
of the proposed National Program for Library and Information 
Services; (5) state library services; ( 6 )  availability of state and fed- 
eral documents; (7) improved library statistics programs; (8) con-
tinuing library education programs; and (9) state-federal responsi- 
bilities for talking book service to blind and physically handi~apped.~~ 
The range of concerns of both ASLA and COSLA is evidence of the 
priority which state library development agencies place on legislation and 
long-range national planning for library development. No one who has 
observed the Washington scene during the last twenty-two years could 
deny the close ties which have existed between USOE officials responsible 
for administering LSA/LSCA and state library administrators, or the 
leadership role played by the state libraries in influencing the Congress 
in its generally favorable attitude toward the legislation. 
STATE AID To LOCAL PUBLIC LIBRARIES 
No picture of state library development agencies would be complete 
without a discussion of state aid to public libraries and, more recently, to 
multitype library systems. 
In all states, both state and federal funds for public libraries are 
channeled through state libraries. Commonly, state and federal funds are 
jointly used in the implementation of long-range plans for statewide library 
development. According to Alex Ladenson, “the rationale for state aid 
[to public libraries] is founded on the principle that education is a primary 
function of state government, and since public libraries are part of the 
education system, it follows that the state has a direct responsibility for 
their financial support.yy24 Following this rationale, a report to the Urban 
Library Council on Improving State Aid to Public Librariesz5 recom-
mends that state aid to public libraries be based on a percentage of the 
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state aid to local school districts. The fact that, as of January 1977, 38 
percent (nineteen) of state library development agencies are now ad- 
ministered under state departments of education would seem to suggest 
the practical feasibility of this approach. I t  cannot be denied that, despite 
Ladenson’s rationale, state aid to libraries in all states is miniscule (less 
than 2 percent of the dollars appropriated for state school aid), and that 
no state has chosen asyet to tie together in one formula aid to both schools 
and public libraries. 
A survey of fifty large metropolitan libraries conducted annually since 
1973 by the Montgomery County (Maryland) Department of Public Li- 
braries revealed a range in state aid received in 1976 of from$1235 (by the 
New Orleans Public Library), to $3,478,000 (by the New York Public 
Library). Of the forty-three libraries responding to the survey, five ( 11 
percent) received less than $100,000, four (9 percent) received over 
$1 million, and sixteeen of the respondents (37 percent) received no state 
aid. Overall in the nation, state aid accounted for only 11.7 percent of the 
total expended by public libraries (with 80.9 percent local and 7.4 percent 
federal). By the mid-l970s, fifteen states had made no provision for state 
aid to local public libraries and library systems.2s However, between 1962 
and 1972, the number of states granting aid to local libraries jumped from 
twenty-one to thirty-three. State aid to public libraries is commonly dis- 
tributed in three broad paterns: 
1. State aid to cooperative library systems-This pattern is found in 
New York, Illinois, California, Michigan and Ohio. State aid is viewed 
as an effort to equalize library service throughout a region, and 
throughout a state, by offering incentive to local libraries to enter into 
cooperatives offering improved interlibrary loan and reference service, 
joint acquisition and technical processing, reciprocal in-person borrow- 
ing, staff development, and other services to strengthen the local mem- 
ber libraries. 
2. State aid to district library centers- Aid is given to resource libraries 
capable of and willing to supply resources and services to local public 
libraries. The pattern is used in Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Massa- 
chusetts and New Jersey. 
3. 	Direct state aid to local public libraries -Assistance helps individual 
public libraries to achieve prescribed minimum standards, as in Mary- 
land. Michigan continues to provide state aid to local libraries- 
indeed, has substantially increased the per capita grants to local li- 
braries-while also supporting regional public library 
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Frequently, as in Ohio, state funds for public libraries are used to sup-
plement federal funds in the implementation of a plan for statewide 
library improvement, developed by the state library as part of the require- 
ment for LSCA. 
In  summary, the record of state library administration of state and 
federal funds between 1956 and 1977 documents that these funds have 
resulted in greatly strengthened state library agencies and that the ma- 
turing state libraries have contributed significantly to the amount and 
effectiveness of the funding programs. 
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IN RECENT YEARS the size, complexity, pervasiveness and burgeoning 
growth of the federal government have made it a prime focus of the na- 
tion’s news media, and it consequently has captured the attention of the 
general public. A similar expansion has occurred at the level of state gov- 
ernment, but without as much commentary or analysis by the press. One 
author refers to the “surprising discovery that the largest growth sector 
in the 1960s and 1970s is not national defense, automobile manufacturing, 
or even the federal government” but is instead state and local govern- 
ment.* When the broadened scope of responsibilities, services and agency 
functions are considered, the changing nature and importance of state 
government is even more impressive. 
Like the federal government, state governments have responded to 
the needs of a population beset by accelerating technological, social, eco- 
nomic, cultural, and political change. Thus there are state agencies, com- 
missions, committees, bureaus, councils, and departments whose responsi- 
bilities and concerns range from atomic energy to drug addiction treatment, 
and from medical care to the aged to the development of the arts. This 
expanding scope of interests has meant that the business of state gov- 
ernment, in all its facets, requires an expanding variety of information 
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sources and services. Like the rest of society in this postindustrial era, 
state government has become heavily information-dependent. 
How have state libraries responded to the burgeoning information 
needs of state government? Almost every state library gives some kind of 
information service to other agencies of state government3 and, indeed, 
many have been doing so since the early days of the Republic. The fifth 
chapter of Standards for Library Functions at the State Level makes clear 
the state library’s responsibility to provide quality services to other agencies 
of state g~vernment.~ The ways in which state libraries fulfill this responsi- 
bility, the variety of services offered, the intensity of effort, and the degree 
of coordination with other agencies varies widely among the fifty states. 
As early as 1966, Phillip Monypenny noted a variety of provisions to 
supply service to legislative, executive and judicial branches of state gov- 
ernment, with varying degrees of coordination between law libraries, his- 
torical societies, archives, departmental libraries, and general state library 
agen~ies.~Some indication of the variety of such services offered by state 
library agencies may be gained from the 1977 Simpson survey,6 where 
state library agencies listed the following: library services to state govern- 
ment, consultant services to state agency libraries, research library for state 
agencies, special collection for state agencies, cooperation with agency 
and departmental libraries, reference services to state agencies and offi-
cials, centralized purchasing for agency libraries, centralized processing for 
agency libraries, audiovisual production and direction for state agencies, 
legislative reference library, reference services to legislature, special ad- 
ministrative and legislative library, legislative research, computerized on- 
line bill status, state law library as part of state library, current awareness 
services, depository for state publications, depository for historical records, 
distribution of state publications, index of state publications, published 
checklist of state documents, records management service for state gov- 
ernment, consultant services to state institutions, and library services to 
state institutions. State library collections range in size from the large and 
comprehensive libraries of New York, Illinois and California, to the more 
typical 100,000-200,000 volume collections held by many states. A few 
state libraries, such as Maryland’s, do not maintain collections, but provide 
reference service by other means. 
In addition to the services and collections of the state library itself, 
agency or departmental libraries exist in many states. Although reliable 
and up-to-date data on these are difficult to obtain, a US.Office of Edu- 
cation (USOE) survey conducted in late 1977 of special libraries serving 
state government will provide such data when compiled and published. 
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It is known, however, that the number of such libraries varies from state 
to state (New York has nearly fifty, Texas twenty-three, New Jersey thir-
teen). Similarly, the collection size, budget and number and level of 
staffing will vary widely from state to state, from major and sizable librar- 
ies (most typically court or law libraries) to office collections with part- 
time or no library staff. 
The literature on the activities of state library agencies during the 
past fifteen years has clearly dealt more with statewide library develop- 
ment and extension services than with other functions. A similar bias was 
observed by Ralph Blasingame in a survey of library studies conducted 
between 1965 and 1969 based on an ERIC bibliography. He reported that 
only seven of the eighty-nine studies listed were concerned with services 
to state institutions (none specifically with services to state government), 
while two-thirds were studies of public librarie~.~ A reading of the litera- 
ture indicates that information services to state government have not been 
the leading edge of “state library” program development during this 
period. 
This emphasis on statewide library programs is not surprising in view 
of the passage of the Library Services Act of 1956, and the attendant in- 
flux of federal funds to support this type of development. Forced to 
respond to pressure from the field and anxious to seize the opportunity to 
effectuate long-sought improvements in statewide planning and library 
system development, many state libraries clearly have not given the same 
attention to the development of information services to state government. 
Regulations of the federal Library Services and Construction Act specifi- 
cally prohibited use of federal funds for service to state government. 
Several states, however, have commissioned studies during this period 
designed to improve information service to state government. Studies in 
South Dakota, Ohio, Indiana and New York do indicate a growing con- 
cern and offer recommendations for implementation of programs in this 
area. Michael Jackley, in a 1965 analysis of the functions of the South 
Dakota Library Commission, opted for greater centralization. His recom- 
mendations take the form of central purchasing of library materials, with 
those appropriate to departmental libraries being placed on permanent 
loan with the departmental library as a branch of the central agency. 
Better access to materials held by archives, history and law would be pro- 
moted by close coordination with these agencies and the central library. 
He suggested that those agencies of state government whose major func- 
tion is research, such as the Legislative Research Council, should be 
housed with the state library on the Capitol grounds.8 
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Blasingame, in a 1968study for Ohio, advocated that the Information 
Resources and Services Division of the state library become a govern-
mental service unit with three new staff positions. Each of these new staff 
members would work with a specific group of logically chosen state agen- 
cies in order to become knowledgeable about the concerns and problems 
of these groups. This would enable the state library to provide strong 
leadership in planning the development of information services in state 
agencies, and provide individual advice and assistance to those agencies 
with their own libraries. Duplication of effort and materials would be 
avoided, and maximum exploitation of existing resources i n s ~ r e d . ~  
Recommendations by Genevieve Casey were made in 1970 in a study 
for the Indiana State Library. Detailed recommendations for the coordina- 
tion of services to the legislature and to state agencies include: consultant 
services to agencies desiring aid in cataloging and classifying materials; 
better circulation procedures; the provision of more sophisticated biblio- 
graphical services; centralized purchasing and processing; periodical print- 
outs and centralized records in the state library of the holdings of agencies; 
some form of current awareness service, with staff members working with 
administrators and librarians in the agencies assessing information needs 
and helping to establish acquisition policies; the use of existing TWX 
facilities by state employees; contracting for access to the coIIection and 
services of the Indiana University Medical Library for all state employees, 
especially those in the fields of health and environment; and the evalua- 
tion of the state library collection in terms of state government. TOpro-
vide guidance in establishing priorities for comprehensive information 
services, a council of persons responsible for department libraries and staff 
libraries in institutions would meet regularly with state library staff to 
discuss common problems and concerns. Work with large state agencies 
might be organized with small advisory councils within the agencies to 
work directly with the staff member from the state library responsible for 
that agency. Financial arrangements could take the form of either in- 
creased budget for the state library to support additional services to agen- 
cies, or an interaccounting mechanism between the library agency and 
departments receiving special services. The state library would require 
additional funds in any case, primarily for new staff to implement these 
activities, but also for materials and equipment.1° 
In 1974, the New York State Library undertook a major review of 
information services to state government in other states.ll To obtain up- 
to-date information on existing patterns of service from the other forty- 
nine state library agencies, a brief but pointed questionnaire was developed 
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and distributed in autumn 1974.A summary of responses to this question-
naire is given in Table 1. Followup visits were made to Texas, North 
Carolina and Ohio in this study, and additional data were gathered from 
Washington State. These visits provided information on both innovative 
programs and the varying approaches to state agency services taken in 
each of the states. 
The Texas State Library, employing a former public library con- 
sultant, has emphasized cooperative activities with other state agency 
libraries in Austin, resulting in the development of a lively organization 
called State Agency Libraries of Texas (SALT). SALT publishes a news-
letter, holds regular meetings and workshops, and has developed a number 
of cooperative projects, including a union list of serials and a Texas state 
documents project. 
Building on the recommendations of the Blasingame report sum- 
marized above, the Ohio State Library has expanded its services in recent 
TABLE 1. SURVEYOF STATE LIBRARY SERVICESTO STATE GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 
Number 
Services of States 
Cooperative Relationships (maintain or 
administer other libraries) 9 
Acquisitions & Technical Processing: 
a) Coordinate purchases 14 
b) Centralize cataloging 16 
c) Maintain union lists 21 
General Information & Reference Service: 
a) Current awareness 36 
b) Subject bibliographies 34 
c )  “Spot research” 44 
Automation: 
a) Available to state agencies 20 
b) Technical services 12 
c) Information retrieval 16 
Training: 
a) Orientation & indoctrination 25 
b) On-site “in-service” 26 
Innovative Programs 10 
Source: Greer, Roger C., and Paulson, Peter J., eds. Meeting the Information 
Needs of State Government in New York: A Survey and Report. Albany, N.Y., 
State University of New York, 1977, p. 15. 
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years through an aggressive campaign to create awareness. According to 
Richard Fisher, Acting Head, Information and Reference Division : 
Active marketing of the information provision capabilities of the 
State Library of Ohio is emphasized -through “sales calls,” by pre- 
sentations before department groups, through orientation and famil- 
iarization classes and tours, with follow-through in the form of 
individualized current awareness services which provide an ordering 
tool to the recipient. In the last year, more than a third of the circu- 
lation to state government personnel can be traced to the stimulus 
provided by the direct mail current awareness program. An im- 
portant positive aspect is the system for delivery to the requestor 
whether he is remotely sited or contiguous to the library.12 
Like Texas and Ohio, the North Carolina State Library created a 
special unit to provide service to state agencies, entitled the “Library 
Services to State Agencies Branch.” The program differs from Texas’s 
and Ohio’s reference-centered operations in that a considerable portion of 
the unit’s thrust is in the area of technical services. In 1973-74, this unit 
provided cataloging, consultative and other support services to fourteen 
agency libraries, including the large Public Health Service library, the De- 
partment of Public Instruction, and newly organized libraries in the Labor 
and State Personnel departments. In the latter instance, the state library 
provided the necessary in-service training to assist the agency in starting 
the new library and the department provided staff, furnishings, shelving 
and a card cata10g.l~ 
Central to an understanding of the Washington State arrangement is 
the fact that the state librarian is a cabinet officer reporting directly to 
the governor, and the state library is responsible for all library services for 
state government (except law), no matter where the facility served is 
located. Maryan Reynolds, former Washington State Librarian, described 
the program in refreshingly nonbureaucratic language : 
Some departments want us to operate fully and where they can 
generate federal funds for the service we enter into a “contract”. ... 
We pay no attention to the actual dollars so generated but render 
the service as needed. In some instances the department prefers to 
have the library staff on its payroll. . . . All materials are purchased 
and processed by us so that our catalog reflects the total information 
resource. The staffs are given orientation here so they realize we are 
back-up to their limited collection. The collections are weeded fre- 
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quently and materials returned here for final decision as to retention. 
Some offices around the state have small collections but we en- 
courage the employees to use their local public library and to call 
us directly. In addition to subscribing to key professional publica- 
tions, we Xerox tables of contents and route them around. People 
write their names by the article desired and we send a Xerox copy 
which they can keep or throw away. 
It is a very wide ranging, flexible and effective ~r0gram.l~ 
Special consultative services are also available to state agencies by contract 
and have resulted in a comprehensive bibliography on disasters in Wash- 
ington State for the Department of Emergency Services, and a combined 
subject index for environmental impact statements for the Department 
of Ecology. 
The New York State Library, building on an 86-year history of special 
services to the legislature, established a Legislative and Governmental 
Services unit in 1977, directed by a member of the top-level administration. 
This unit will promote library services to state agencies aggressively, pro- 
vide special research and bibliographic support, and conduct orientation 
and other programs for legislative and agency staff. Publications currently 
issued by the unit include Legislative Trends (an annotated list of state 
library acquisitions on topics of interest to the legislature), Spotlight 
(guides to basic resources in selected subject fields) , Topics on T a p  (short 
bibliographies on topics of current interest), and comprehensive literature 
searches on requested subjects. Resources offered include free search 
services on twenty-six computerized data banks. 
Despite the considerable variety of state library programs described 
above, certain general norms or patterns emerge which suggest the follow- 
ing elements as essential in developing an effective program of state library 
services to state agencies. 
1. Attitude. An aggressive, outreach approach is needed, based on a com-
mitment to service and a wide-ranging, well-defined program to meet 
the needs of state agencies, officials and employees. 
2.  	Organization. The state library should serve as the hub or center of 
library activity for state government, and should create a special office 
or unit which will provide leadership, coordination and the necessary 
monitoring of the program. At the least, it should assign one or more 
staff members to carry out this outreach program on a continuing and 
preferably full-time basis. Staff should be carefully chosen for many 
of the same qualities which characterize successful field consultants, as 
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well as for their perception of reference and bibliographic needs, and 
of the operation and structure of state government. 
3. Agency Involvement. As many agencies as possible should be involved, 
not only in the planning of service patterns, but in their refinement and 
evaluation as well. Even if the cooperating agency has no library per se, 
it should assign someone to work with the state library coordinator. 
4. 	Shared Activities/Shared Financing. Services which are beyond the 
capability of the individual cooperating agency should be explored care- 
fully and implemented as practicable, including centralized ordering 
and processing of library materials, union lists and other methods of 
bibliographic control, central computerized data banks with terminal 
access as required, cooperative storage and materials retirement plans, 
etc. Shared financing on some unit cost basis, by means of contractual 
or other arrangements, is desirable and tends to stimulate mutual 
involvement, respect and commitment, and provides a basis for evalu- 
ating cost-effectiveness. 
5. Visibility, Direct Contact with Administration. In order to gain the 
support of the administration and the legislature, the state library and 
its program of service to state government needs visibility, a voice and 
some degree of clout. This may be achieved organizationally, with 
cabinet rank for the state librarian or with strong advisory groups 
who can make their voices heard by the power structure. I t  may like- 
wise be achieved personally, through the visibility and personal dynam- 
ics of the chief state library officer and the program specialists; and 
functionally, through the provision of services of demonstrable value 
and reliable quality. All these avenues may be necessary and should 
be bulwarked with an effective public relations program including pub- 
licity, orientation workshops and appropriate accountability through 
regular reports. 
The data assembled in this article indicate that state library agencies 
generally accept information service to state government as a primary 
responsibility. Although this function does not appear to have been the 
“leading edge” of state library program development in recent years, there 
is evidence of increased interest and innovative activity in a number of 
states. As state government expands its interests, as legislative, judicial 
and executive agencies become increasingly information dependent, and 
as the relationship of information availability to cost-effectiveness and 
productivity becomes clearer, it may be expected that information service 
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to state government will become an increasingly critical area of state 
library agency activity. 
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Library Services for the Blind, Handicapped, 
and Institutionalized 
BARRATT WILKINS and  
CATHARINE COOK 
INASSESSING THE DEVELOPMENT of library services for the institutional- 
ized and for the blind and physically handicapped as administered by state 
library agencies, it is important to consider several elements. These in- 
clude state library organization for such services, legislation, funding, the 
development of standards, and networking. 
Major developments in the field of services to institutionalized and 
to the blind and physically handicapped began with the enactment of 
Title IV-A and Title IV-B of the Library Services and Construction Act 
(LSCA) in 1966. Under this title, state library agencies began planning 
for extending library service to the institutionalized in state-supported 
mental health, mental retardation and correctional facilities, and for 
further extending services to the blind and physically handicapped. Plans 
for implementation were developed, and in a majority of state library 
agencies, a special consultant was employed. From these meager begin- 
nings, institutional library services have developed during the 1970s. 
A review of the current position of institutional library services in 
state library agencies indicates (that as of 1977, all but nine state library 
agencies employed an individual to coordinate institutional library ser- 
vices.* This person, with secretarial support, has generally been the entire 
complement of staff. In some of the smaller states, the program is ad- 
ministered by a state library agency head. In others, the institutional li- 
brary program has two or more consultants and is a separate section of 
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the library development unit within the state library agency. The existence 
of a position at the state library agency level, when filled by a dedicated 
person, has led to numerous tangible results, particularly in focusing atten- 
tion on institutional library services. Numerous seminars, workshops and 
programs have been successfully implemented by these consultants, and 
the quality of the library program has thereby been improved. 
Within the American Library Association, the traditional home for 
institutional consultants has been the Health and Rehabilitative Library 
Services Division (HRLSD, formerly Association of Hospital and Insti- 
tutional Libraries). Numerous committees addressing the needs of the 
institutionalized and of the blind and physically handicapped have been 
formed, and much work has been accomplished in publication of stan- 
dards, bibliographies and guides.2 In 1971, a decision was made to form 
an institutional library discussion group within the Association of State 
Library Agencies (ASLA) . This discussion group, limited to those indi- 
viduals in state agencies having responsibilities for institutionalized services 
statewide or an aspect of institutionalized services, has provided a forum 
for exchange of ideas. 
Because institutional library consultants are the focus of statewide 
developments in institutional library services, they have become the leaders 
in many of the activities of HRLSD. Because an ALA division may speak 
for the American Library Association in that division’s area of special 
responsibility, the state institutional library consultants have provided 
considerable direction in the development of library services for the insti- 
tutionalized through the association. Perhaps the most significant area in 
which state library agency consultants have influenced institutional services 
is in the development of library standards. Many of these standards have 
been developed in conjunction with other national associations. Some 
recent examples include : “Library Standards for Adult Correctional Insti- 
tution~,”~completed in February 1976, and approved by the American 
Correctional Association (ACA) and ALA in 1977; “Standards for 
Library Services in Juvenile Correctional Institutions,” published in 
1975 by ACA and ALA;4 Library Service Standards for Jails, completed 
in 1977 and approved by ALA in 1978; Standards for Library Services in 
Mental Health Institutions, initiated in 1977; Standards for Library Ser- 
vices for the Blind and Physically Handicapped, also initiated in 1977; 
Standards for Library Services for the Deaf, initiated in 1978; and Stan- 
dards for Library Services in Institutions for the Mentally Retarded, com- 
pleted in 1978. Many of these standards will be utilized in national ac- 
creditation programs. For instance, elements of the correctional library 
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standards are being utilized in the ACA Accreditation Program of Institu- 
tional Services, and the standards for the blind and physically handicapped 
are being developed under the aegis of the Library of Congres~.~ 
While there are a number of service delivery patterns among states 
for institutional services, most can be categorized as: (1) state library 
agencies contracting with local public libraries to provide services to the 
institutionalized, (2)  state library agencies contracting to supplement 
library services with other state departments having primary responsibility 
for institutions, or (3)  state library agencies providing direct service to 
institutions.6 It is very difficult to determine any trends in service delivery 
patterns since the states are so diverse. Consequently, what works in one 
state does not necessarily work in another. In  past years, there has been 
some weakening of the service delivery patterns in which the state library 
agency contracts with local public libraries to provide institutional services. 
This pattern has been replaced by centralized administration and delivery 
of service from the state library agency itself. 
It is too early to determine the effects of the changes in LSCA fund- 
ing which revised the floor of minimum support from the basic $39,500 
which was established in 1971 to a floor determined by expenditures for 
the second preceding year. Those states spending far in excess of the 
$39,500 may now continue with the amount expended in FY 1977 for the 
FY 1979 appropriation.' There is a probability that these mandated higher 
expenditures will improve institutional library service programs. From 
institutional reports, however, there appears to be a trend toward lessen- 
ing state support, which considerably inhibits institutional libraries. 
Service patterns in institutions are changing. For example, library 
services in institutions for the mentally retarded are becoming less tradi- 
tional. As educable residents leave the institutions, libraries must meet the 
needs of a more profoundly retarded population. As educable mentally 
retarded persons enter their communities, it becomes the responsibility of 
public libraries to address their library needs. To date, public libraries 
have been slow in assuming this responsibility, 
In the field of mental health, large state hospitals are closing in favor 
of smaller community-based facilities. At least one state is encouraging 
public libraries to purchase TTYs (teletypewriters) for hearing-impaired 
users. Perhaps one of the most striking trends in library services for the 
handicapped is in the development of new equipment, such as braille 
cassettes, talking calculators, equipment which reads inkprint audibly, and 
the further development of braille reproducers. 
The development of new services and the deinstitutionalization of 
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people formerly confined to institutions have led to the importance of 
networking among libraries. For instance, library service to the institu- 
tionalized is part of the total service program of system libraries in Illi-
nois. Texas and New Jersey school districts which serve correctional 
facilities are linked with public libraries and their respective state library 
agencies. Multistate centers and subregional libraries for the blind and 
physically handicapped are developing connections between the Library 
of Congress, state library agencies and local public libraries. Although 
this sophisticated network for the delivery of library services to the blind 
and physically handicapped exists, it has not been duplicated for library 
services to the institutionalized. 
It is expected that the growing importance of implementing the Na- 
tional Commission on Library and Information Science’s Goals for Action,8 
the concomitant emphasis on equal access for all citizens, and the devel- 
opment of local, state and national network delivery systems will focus 
attention on the inclusion of institutional libraries in the national program. 
I t  is also expected that, as state library agencies implement the Goals f o r  
Action and as the library community searches for new initiatives and 
directions for federal funding, attention will need to be given to seeking 
more local and state funding for such services. 
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School Library/Media Supervision in State Agencies 
ELIZABETH P. HOFFMAN 
PUBLICEDUCATION IN OUR democracy has been aptly described by Thomas 
Jefferson as “the most legitimate engine of government.”l The responsi- 
bility for developing education policies and standards, offering consultation 
and research services, accrediting institutions, certifying qualified person- 
nel, and providing other services designed to establish or improve the 
educational system has been, by tradition, assigned to state departments of 
education or public instruction.2 As recently as 1975, this statement ap- 
peared in the publication Media Programs: District and School: “The 
state is legally responsible for establishing and maintaining a system of 
education and the education agency prescribed by its legislature to provide 
leadership in the area of media programs.”s 
As state libraries were founded, some were organized as components 
of education departments, while others were separate units. School library 
supervision, from its inception in Wisconsin in 1891,4 has been assigned 
sometimes to the curriculum area of education departments and sometimes 
to the state library agency. School library supervisors were appointed in 
New York in 1904, in Washington in 1909, and in Minnesota in 1911.’ 
The need for good school libraries was underscored in 1915 by Henry 
Johnson, professor of history at Columbia University : 
While the textbook is in the United States the chief instrument of 
school instruction. ..a conviction has developed, especially during 
the last twenty years, that the textbook should be supplemented by 
collateral reading. The need of reference books was strongly empha- 
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sized by the Madison Conference [1892] “Recitations alone,” it was 
declared, “cannot possibly make up proper teaching. . . .It is abso- 
lutely necessary, from the earliest to the last grades, that there should 
be parallel reading of some kind.”s 
Almost a century earlier, Horace Mann had warned: “Pupils, who, in 
their reading, pass by names, references, allusions, without searching, at 
the time, for the facts they imply, not only forego valuable information, 
which they may never afterwards acquire, but they contract a habit of 
being contented with ign~rance.”~ 
State supervision of school library programs grew slowly in the 1920s 
and early 1930s. In the South it was encouraged and supported by the 
General Education Board (GEB) of the Rockefeller Foundation. Funds 
from this board, because of its concern for improving education for blacks 
and southerners, helped to provide salaries for persons in these library 
supervision positions. This was begun in Virginia, North Carolina and 
Kentucky, and was then extended to Georgia, Alabama, Louisiana and 
Tennessee.8 The GEB also assisted persons in these positions to secure 
additional professional training. Among those people were many whose 
names have since become familiar as leaders in the school library field -
Mary Peacock Douglas (North Carolina), Ruth Theobald (Kentucky), 
Charlie Dickinson (Virginia), Nancy Jane Day (South Carolina), Willie 
Welch (Alabama), and Martha Parks (Tennessee) .O Georgia financed its 
own supervisor. As the grants expired, all of the states except Kentucky 
took over the funding of their own staffs; later, Kentucky did reestablish 
its funding.1° 
Leadership was developing in other parts of the nation as well as the 
South, and in 1939 the State School Library Supervisors began as an in- 
formal organization.ll This group met annually at the same time and place 
as the ALA annual conference. The Canadian provincial supervisors were 
invited to meet with them beginning in 1956. Among the early presidents 
were Agnes Krarup (Oregon), Lois Place (Michigan), Martha Parks 
(Tennessee), Mary Peacock Douglas (North Carolina), and Mattie Ruth 
Moore (Texas) .12 Their first constitution, adopted in 1961, cited the fol- 
lowing objectives: 
1. To become informed about school library programs, activities and 
developments in the various states. 
2. 	 To give united support to national effort for the development of 
school libraries. 
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3. 	TOshare ideas and discuss worthwhile activities for a leadership 
role in the promotion of desirable school library programs at the 
state and national 1e~el. l~ 
In 1960 a report by Mary Helen Mahar, State Department of Edu-
cation Responsibilities, was published by the US.Office of Education. It 
indicates that fifteen states had delegated responsibilities for school li- 
braries to state departments, while forty-four states provided for their 
regulation by state boards of education. Two states had no laws or regu- 
lations for school libraries in any agency.l4 The report states that although 
in some states the responsibilities carried out seemed to be minimal, all 
state departments of education did perform some function for them.15 
At present, eighteen state library agencies have been assigned respon- 
sibility for the school library/media program in their states. In the remain- 
ing states, school library supervision has become part of the curriculum 
area, with support services or similar divisions or bureaus within depart- 
ments of public instruction or education. However, assigning responsibility 
for school library supervision to an agency has not meant that qualified 
professionals are employed. By 1959, the Mahar report indicates, only 
thirty-four professionals were employed as supervisors. Of these, Georgia 
and Virginia each employed three full-time supervisors, while Minnesota, 
New Jersey, New York, and North Carolina were each served by two 
people. The remaining twenty professionals were scattered among all the 
other states.16 
In 1961 a document entitled Responsibilities of State Departments of 
Education for School Library Services was published by the Council of 
Chief State School 0ffi~ers.l~ This 22-page policy statement was “de- 
signed to assist state departments of education in the development of 
excellent services for elementary and secondary school libraries.”ls It 
goes on to state that its guidelines were based on the premise that im- 
provement of instruction is assumed to be a major function of state depart- 
ments of education. 
The statement outlines the principles for state-level administration of 
school library supervisory services. These include: (1) planning state 
programs for school librarians, (2 )  supervision and leadership, (3)  coordi-
nation and cooperation, (4) certification of school librarians, (5) stan- 
dards for school libraries, (6) statistics and research, and (7) budgeting 
and finance.lg This policy statement was prepared by librarians, library 
supervisors, commissioners and assistant commissioners of education and 
superintendents of instruction, as well as other educatomZ0 It became a 
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model for policy statements or position papers for the agencies providing 
school library service in several states such as Pennsylvania. Now badly 
outdated, the document nonetheless remains as a focal point for many 
contemporary programs. 
The advent of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 
with its Title I1 designed specifically to support school libraries provided 
administrative funds to state agencies in November 1965. School library 
supervisors were appointed for the first time in some states while staffs 
were increased in others. The ESEA Title I1 personnel in some states were 
not part of the school library supervisory staff. A review of the School Li-
brary Supervisors Directory published in 1966-67, 1967-68, and 1968-69 
indicates offices and persons assigned this responsibility.21 Even with this 
kind of support, professional school library supervision was not assured. 
AS the federal funding source began to erode in the early 1970s, some 
states cut back or dismissed persons they had employed. The fall of 1973 
saw many programs fade and others disappear. The State School Library 
Supervisors Association merged with the Association of Chief State School 
Audiovisual Officers in 1974-75. The resulting organization is designed to 
give more visible support to library,/ media programs. 
In  the eyes of many district- and building-level library/media persons, 
state supervision suggests a big stick that can be used to force reluctant 
administrators to provide staff, facilities, equipment and materials for 
school library/media programs in sufficient quantity to satisfy the wishes 
of the stick-wielder. Through the years, however, most state supervisors 
have seen their role differently. Richard Darling wrote in 1963 that he 
believed a large part of the supervisor’s job was to convince others of the 
importance of good school library service. He identified cooperation with 
curriculum specialists within departments of education as a prime means 
of accomplishing that goal.z* 
An article in the Oklahoma Librarian describes the work of the state 
supervisor in these words: 
Title I1 of ESEA also provides funds for a school library coordinator 
and that term is frequently used interchangeably in printed material 
with supervisor and consultant. The position is held by Elizabeth 
Geis. . . . In 1966 the Library Resources Division itself issued a paper 
in which it stated: “The state school library consultant shall.. .. 
stimulate every school to reach or exceed state and national stan- 
dards. ...aid in improving proficiency of librarians by. .. . providing 
consultant help in selection of all materials (audiovisual as well as 
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the printed word), technical organization, effective utilization of 
library resources, planning library quarters, selecting furnishing, and 
equipment. ...The competence, experience, and willingness of Mrs. 
Geis notwithstanding, it seems a difficult, if not impossible task for 
a staff of one.yy2s 
The names of many state supervisors could be substituted for that of 
Elizabeth Geis. 
In  May 1969 a 2-week institute for state media personnel, school 
library supervisors and audiovisual supervisors was held in Kalamazoo 
at Western Michigan University. Designed to assist state leaders in plan- 
ning and developing strategies for implementing the 1969 standards, 
the institute provided speakers such as Frances Henne, Mae Graham and 
Henry Brickell to stimulate both thought and imagination. As small groups 
worked together, participants took a realistic look at the emerging changes 
in the role of supervision. No longer defining it as consultative or regula- 
tory, the supervisors recognized a new identity they would have to develop. 
Mary Frances K. Johnson summarized this in American Libl-arks: 
The following functions are suggested as paramount : 1. Stimulating 
and coordinating statewide planning involving all types of libraries, 
to meet the individual needs of users. . .. 2. Promoting the network 
concept for optimum use of resources. . . . 3 .  Providing guidance in 
special aspects of library service. .. .4.Interpreting library service. 
...to the library profession generally. A state library agency com- 
prehensive in its interests can do much to demonstrate the inter- 
relatedness of all library service.24 
The group analyzed the implications that Planning, Programming, Budget- 
ing Systems (PPBS) would have on their work. This included the ability 
to assess needs, set priorities, establish objectives, test activities, evaluate and 
recycle resulting information, and communicate data. They recognized 
their need to develop skill in handling problems resulting from social 
changes such as student unrest, taxpayer revolts and growing teacher 
(including media persons) militancy. The word media was used to de-
scribe all professionals working in library and audiovisual roles. Mae 
Graham of Maryland spoke directly to the changing role of these super- 
visors when she cited the need for a revolution in school librarianship led 
by leaders who have “a clearly defined objective, and.  . . are courageous, 
persuasive, fearless -and ruthless.yy25 
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When the new revision of the standards, Media  Programs: District 
and School, were in final preparation, the supervisors were again in session 
at Western Michigan in August 1974. The first institute had welded the 
state leaders into a communicating, cooperating organization that resulted 
in the merger described earlier. At the second institute, which lasted only 
one week, the supervisors were joined by the presidents of the state school 
library and andiovisual associations to evaluate progress made since 1969. 
The attendees, working as teams from their respective states, defined 
needs for services yet to be met. 
With the reduction of federal funds in the 1970s, cutbacks in state 
programs were inevitable. The number of state personnel was diminishing. 
Some became primarily “housekeepers” for their state agencies, having 
less and less contact with district and building persons; even assignment to 
federally funded programs was reduced. 
David Bender recently examined the current role and function of 
school library/media supervisory personnel and reported his conclusions in 
School Library Journal in December 1975. Having served at the super- 
visory level in both Ohio and Maryland and having worked with super- 
visors in many other states, he observed that six basic premises seemed to 
form the foundation for future media program supervision on the state 
level. These include a team approach to media management and super- 
vision, a thorough knowledge of the clientele to be served, and the devel- 
opment of a method to measure the suitability of the service provided. 
The remaining components include an understanding of the needs of the 
persons served, the maintenance of a record of the operational program 
area, and finally a statement of the responsibility of state education agen- 
cies for media programs.Z6 
The state departments of education provide for school library/media 
service in two ways, with supervisors located in one of two places. Eighteen 
states, including Maryland and New Jersey, place these supervisory people 
in state library agencies. In  other states, these persons serve in curricular or 
support service areas as in Pennsylvania. Persons serving in each type of 
organization feel their organizational structure is best. When located in a 
state library, staff members feel that they have more visibility. They also 
believe that financial support is more easily available to them. A knowl-
edgeable librarian in this structure reviews the budget, for example, and 
battles for funds. Interlibrary cooperation and networking are easier when 
office suites are shared or when opportunities are available to travel with 
the people responsible for those services in public or other libraries. 
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Arguments for placing school library/media supervisory persons in 
curricular agencies were summarized by John Rowell, who has served 
as a state consultant or supervisor in Michigan and Pennsylvania. Writing 
in School Library Journal, he observed that “school” in the title of these 
persons was the “generic determinant,” and that their bases of operations 
were properly in the education complex.2r When queried about their roles 
in this kind of structure, some consultants felt they could better coordinate 
and demonstrate their role in curriculum planning and implementation 
when they were associated with curriculum specialists. Some expressed 
difficulty in demonstrating their role in serving a total school program 
from that vantage (or rather disadvantage) point. Curriculum personnel 
serve a specific portion of the school program. This type of limitation is 
almost unconsciously imposed on library/media people. On the other 
hand, several felt it was easier to participate in in-service workshops and 
continuing education programs when they were identified with curriculum 
personnel. 
All persons interviewed cited either directly or indirectly one major 
factor affecting the success or failure of supervision on the state (or indeed 
on any level) : the effectiveness of the person as a supervisor. In success- 
ful supervision for future programs, they believed the humanistic approach 
would be centered on a dynamic helping relationship between supervisor 
and supervisee, whether the latter be persons, districts or regions. This type 
of supervision would involve an interplay of the goals of all persons in- 
volved in a state’s education program, including: parents; students; 
teachers; building, district and regional administrators ; as well as state- 
level personnel. I t  implies that supervisors must be able to use learning 
theories and instructional strategies. The individual in this position must 
include among personal skills the ability to use data gathering techniques 
and to analyze resulting information. The supervisor will have to be able 
to act as a communications facilitator, whether the communication be 
oral, verbal or computerized. The ability to see education as a whole 
process and to recognize the manner in which components interact will be 
a prerequisite. Supervision, in short, has become a means to achieve a 
goal rather than remaining a monitoring and directing procedure. 
One term well describes this new role: change agent. Supervisors, 
or as they are more frequehtly called, consultants or coordinators, become 
part of the planning process, become more accountable for their roles in 
program development, and have a greater effect on the final consumer 
of their work, the teacher and the student. The upcoming 1979 White 
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House Conference on Libraries and Information Services and the gov- 
ernors’ conferences preceding it will make few, if any, direct references 
to the supervision of school library/media programs. However, it will be 
difficult to describe the state of the library and information art in the 
nation without including the results of their work. Recommendations for 
future growth will have to include them. These state persons are planning 
and helping to demonstrate innovative programs, seeking adequate fund- 
ing, participating in networking, and generally helping to improve the 
school instructional program. Although some states are continuing to 
operate with minimal staffs, those with a real commitment to the role of 
library/media programs will continue to mature and adapt their relation- 
ships to their schools to meet the changing needs and demands of their 
clientele. 
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The Role of State Library Agencies in Continuing 
Education 
N E T T I E  B. TAYLOR 
CONTINUINGEDUCATION FOR PROFESSIONAL and support staff in all the 
professions has been receiving increasing emphasis in recent years. The 
need to update current practice through new knowledge and insight of 
societal conditions and client needs has had its impact in the library and 
information science fields. The advances in automation and technology, 
the proliferation of knowledge, and the growing recognition of the need 
to provide access to the rapid delivery of information in many formats 
have given priority emphasis to continuing library education as a means 
of responding to the changes taking place in our society. State library 
agencies have a continuing responsibility for a planned approach to the 
development of library and information services in each state. This 
planned approach includes the need for the continuing education of li- 
brary personnel to meet changing service demands. 
This article reviews the background for the continuing education role 
of the state library agency, the development of continuing education for 
libraries, the implications of these developments, current programs in 
progress, and trends which may indicate future change. 
Historically, state library agencies have had the responsibility for 
statewide library development, particularly public library development. 
The provision of advice, assistance and consultant services has been one 
of the primary means employed. Included in the advisory activities were 
the conducting of workshops and other educational and staff development 
programs. State library agencies having responsibility for school library de- 
Nettie B. Taylor is Assistant State Superintendent for Libraries, Division of Library 
Development and Services, Maryland State Department of Education. 
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velopment as units of state departments of education carried on similar 
programs and activities to improve school libraries. 
Following the enactment of the federal Library Services Act (LSA), 
state library agencies moved into a new era of growth and influence. The 
requirement to develop state plans and the attendant emphasis on estab- 
lishing libraries, creating library systems and extending library services 
created the need for staff development and continuing education activities 
as a major component in the achievement of desired objectives. 
A U.S. Office of Education study of state library extension resources 
and services compares the data from 1955-56 prior to LSA with the re- 
sources and services of state library agencies in 1960-61. For the purposes 
of this article, the report of consultant activity and training programs 
during this period is of interest. Forty-eight states reported 16,466 field 
visits compared to 6544 in 1955-56; 44 states held or sponsored some 1600 
training programs for over 56,000 persons from 1956 to 1961. These pro- 
grams served professional (36 percent) and nonprofessional (22 per-
cent) personnel and public library trustees (26 percent) .l 
The responsibility of state library agencies for the planning and ad- 
ministration of federal funds under the Library Services Act of 1956 and 
the Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) of 1964 gave added 
impetus to national documents and conferences concerned with improving 
the capabilities of state library agencies. These reports emphasize a 
stronger focus on goals, purposes and long-range plans2 with the attendant 
need for highly skilled consultants and related staff development activities 
in the field in order to implement the statewide p rog~am.~  
.................... se: ‘rorfi; i n  t3C -;i’tanzaTd: for Ztor&-yTf-unclzon<nt tne >tatsLe 
On-	 “the state library agency should promote and provide a program of c 
s.’’4 	 tinuing education for library personnel at all levels as well as for trustee 
I t  sugests that the achievement of this goal may be attained throi ugh
hip 	 cooperation with library schools, professional associations and sponsors 
of meetings and workshops. 
ant All state library agencies view continuing education and consult 
out services as a major responsibility of the agency. In  a recent survey, ab 
ion one-half of the state library agencies considered the continuing educat 
lity responsibility to be a shared responsibility and not solely the responsibi 
tjor 	 of the state library a g e n ~ y . ~  In recent years national activities of ma 
dU-	 importance have contributed to an increased awareness of continuing el 
ary cation responsibility and to an increase in planned activities of state libr 
agencies. 
nis- In the regional hearing conducted in 1972 by the National Comn 
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sion on Libraries and Information Science (NCLIS) ,one of the identified 
priorities was the availability of continuing education for the development 
and maintenance of competencies which are needed to deliver the library 
and information services required by the nation. Subsequently, NCLIS 
funded a study in 1973 to recommend a nationwide program of continuing 
education which culminated in Continuing Library and Information Sci- 
ence Education.6 This report made recommendations which eventually 
led to the formation of the Continuing Library Education Network Ex- 
change (CLENE) .The NCLIS report outlines the development of library 
continuing education and comments on the necessity for continuing life- 
long learning.’ Based on responses from the field, an operational definition 
of continuing education was developed which includes the following : 
(1) the implication that lifelong learning is necessary to keep the individ- 
ual up to date, (2 )  assurance that the individual carries the basic responsi- 
bility for his/her own development, (3) diversification to new areas of 
interest, and (4) involvement in educational activities beyond those con- 
sidered necessary for entrance into the field. In comparison with other 
professions, the librarians felt that continuing education should be pro- 
vided for all levels of personnel, not solely professional, and that it not 
be limited to improved competence for the job held now or aspired to in 
the future. 
In its plan for continuing education, the report suggests roles and 
responsibilities of the individual agencies and organizations in order to 
coordinate eff orts, including those of the individual employee, the employ- 
ing library, the state library agency, the library schools, and state, regional 
and national associations. Major responsibilities outlined for the state li- 
brary agencies include coordination of continuing education programs on 
a statewide basis, identification of continuing education needs of the state, 
provision of a link between librarians in the state and national and re- 
gional plans, and the appointment of a continuing education coordinator 
on the state library agency staff. The other major responsibility is three- 
fold : the planning, implementation and evaluation of statewide con-
tinuing education programs based on identified needs.8 
These initial efforts to provide a suggested outline of responsibilities 
continued to receive attention through CLENE as a newly formed 
national organization. State library agencies which joined CLENE as 
sustaining members, as well as the state library agency directors and 
continuing education staff members, influenced some of the priorities of 
CLENE. In 1976 CLENE received a USOE, Title II-B grant to provide 
an “Extended Institute to Train State Library Agency .Personnel to Im- 
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plement and/or Strengthen Statewide Systems of Continuing Education 
for Library/Information/Media Personnel.” The workshop phase of the 
institute was held November 7-13, 1976, at the Illinois State Library. Con- 
tinuing education personnel from twenty-five state library agencies met to 
develop planning and implementation skills in continuing education. For 
participating states the institute spurred development of statewide coordi- 
nated planning among providers of continuing education in the state.g 
During this period several regional consortia of states were formed 
with a primary concern for continuing education. CELS (Continuing 
Education for Library Staffs in the Southwest) grew out of a survey of 
members of six state library associations where the need for Continuing 
education was strongly expressed. State library agencies are major financial 
contributors to this program. The Western Interstate Commission on 
Higher Education (WICHE) had a major continuing education com-
ponent funded in large part by five state library agencies. The Western 
Council of State Libraries has succeeded WICHE in this regional effort. 
In  preparation for this article, state library agencies were asked to 
report on activities in needs assessment, programs in continuing education, 
the extent of cooperation of other agencies in planning and implementing 
continuing education programs, recent changes and improvements in state 
library agency continuing education programs, and trends and new devel- 
opments in continuing education. Forty responses to the questionnaire 
were received. State library replies indicate that all state library agencies 
have a responsibility for continuing education. Several have stated that 
the agency statutes define this responsibility but most suggest that agency 
planning documents cover these functions. 
Cooperation with other continuing education agencies is extensive; 
63 percent of the respondents work closely with state library associations, 
and 34 percent with library schools. State universities, higher education 
commissions, state departments of education, and other agencies were also 
listed. State staff are active participants on the continuing education com- 
mittees of other agencies, and either library associations or the state library 
agency has formed a continuing education committee for coordinated 
planning and programs. The formation of continuing education planning 
committees representing all types of libraries is a recent development in 
many states. These committees are in various stages of the development of 
guidelines, policy statements or state plans for coordinated continuing edu- 
cation programs. Examples of plans underway can be found in Illinois, 
Michigan, Ohio and Louisiana. Oklahoma reported the formation of a 
state committee in 1978, Maryland in 1977. Pennsylvania is planning a 
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special project in 1978 with a director and task force to develop continuing 
education coordination. States participating in the Western Council of 
State Libraries and CELS are the primary planners for the continuing ed-
ucation program of the regional consortia. Coordinated planning appears 
to be one of the more significant activities now underway. 
Continuing education needs were identified by the majority through 
surveys and questionnaires at state, regional or local levels ; consultations 
with local staffs and “perceived changes in the library climate,” evaluation 
of current programs and of new national library trends and programs 
were also cited. The responses did not indicate the types of libraries in- 
volved in the needs assessment process. The influence of continuing edu- 
cation committees and recently formed task forces has not yet been felt 
to any great degree in the development of continuing education programs 
as reported. 
The continuing education programs sponsored by state library agen- 
cies are directed primarily to public library staffs, although program offer- 
ings to reach a broader group were listed. All respondents listed public 
library directors and public library professional staff as participants; 
twenty-six listed nonprofessional public library staffs. However, twenty- 
one listed academic librarians ;twelve, school librarians ;twelve, multitype 
participants; and two listed institutional and special library staffs. 
Principal topics in continuing education programs covered a wide 
range including copyright, networking, automation, planning, manage- 
ment, public relations and audiovisual materials. However, over one-third 
of the respondents offered basic or refresher courses to public library staffs 
in such areas as reference, children’s services, storytelling, and young adult 
services. A few states mentioned law materials, oral history, censorship, 
and government documents. Workshops on community needs and develop- 
ment of special services to disadvantaged, senior citizens and other groups 
reflect the outreach program priorities of some states. 
Wisconsin reported a continuing education program for public library 
and staff through the University of Wisconsin using the Education Tele- 
phone Network (ETN). Once a month for about two hours, several topics 
are discussed by a group or panel. Local libraries may purchase sets of 
materials related to the program. Topics covered in the last two years 
include : networks, censorship, school-public library cooperation, the 
independent adult learner, deaf awareness, and service to special groups. 
Alaska and Hawaii reported the use of video cassettes to bring continuing 
education programs to remote areas, and West Virginia reported that the 
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capability now exists there to provide this form of continuing education 
programming. 
Frequently, continuing education programs sponsored by the state 
library agency are executed by contract with a university or other educa- 
tional organization. Some states (such as Ohio) do this extensively; others 
(such as Maryland) use this method for institutes in such areas as 
management. 
Recent changes and improvements in the continuing education activi- 
ties of state library agencies reflected the increased emphasis and direction 
given a planned and coordinated program. The establishment of a new 
position of continuing education coordinator was listed by five states 
(Alabama, Florida, Idaho, Maine and Oklahoma) ; assignment of this 
responsibility to an established position was listed by many states. Several 
states were engaged in “train the trainer” programs with the shift to local 
library systems of responsibility for staff development and training in their 
own institutions, particularly for nonprofessional staff. State programs 
will provide for more advanced and intensive training and attempt to 
ensure continuity in program offerings. At least two states -North 
Carolina and Maryland -provide reimbursement to public library staffs 
for attending out-of-state institutes. 
The responsibility of the continuing education coordinator for devel- 
oping and disseminating information on continuing education offerings 
in-state and nationally; for maintaining a master calendar; for providing 
continuing liaison with library schools, library associations and other edu- 
cational agencies; and for assuring a program of needs identification and 
developing plans to meet needs were mentioned. These activities reflect 
to a marked degree the influence of the CLENE report and subsequent 
programs and activities of CLENE. It should be noted that state library 
agency personnel active in CLENE are frequently those most active in 
continuing education development in their respective states. 
Several states commented that NCLIS and CLENE had provided 
the impetus for renewed continuing education activity at the state level; 
one saw CLENE as the key to noteworthy, effective state library agency 
work in continuing education. The continuing education programs of 
CLENE itself provide state library agency personnel the opportunity to 
gain knowledge, exchange information, and encourage the further coordi- 
nated development of continuing education activities of state library 
agencies. 
Changes and trends seen as important and needed for further devel- 
opment of continuing education include the development of more non- 
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traditional methods for the delivery of continuing education programs, as 
well as education techniques more suitable to adult learners. States ex- 
pressed the need for improved needs assessment and evaluation skills and 
techniques. 
At least one-half the states were interested in a recognition system for 
continuing education. This seemed to be the national trend of greatest 
interest. Some states are currently using the continuing education unit 
(CEU) in institutions of higher education for library programs. CEUs 
are directly related to certification in several states. South Dakota State 
Library provides voluntary certification for public libraries based on 
CEUs. Michigan and North Carolina have proposals for recertification of 
public librarians through approved programs in continuing education and 
the CEU. The “college without walls” program in New Hampshire and 
Vermont has prompted library staff to indicate that continuing education 
programs should provide some academic credit. 
A nationally recognized CEU program for librarians was specifically 
cited by several respondents. The study recently completed by CLENE, 
Model Continuing Education Recognition System in Library and Informa- 
tion Science,lo was first discussed in January at a CLENE meeting and 
is to be further examined and discussed at a national convention sponsored 
by NCLIS in June 1978. State library agencies will need to give the pro- 
posal and comments from the field serious study, since it has implications 
for an increased state library agency role. 
This article has attempted to provide a summary of the development 
of continuing education responsibilities in state library agencies as viewed 
in the literature and reported from the agencies themselves. A few other 
points and issues need to be raised. State library agencies have a con-
tinuing responsibility for the improvement of the quality of library services 
in the state. In that respect they are in a unique position to assess the im- 
pact of continuing education programs on library services in the state, 
and have a responsibility to do so. There is no documentation to determine 
whether this is being done, but the need to develop the evaluation and 
performance criteria for this purpose is evident. In the author’s opinion 
this would lead to fewer programs of longer duration, involving partici- 
pants in more appropriate learning situations and plans for implementa- 
tion in their libraries. 
Another issue is the responsibility of the individual for his own con-
tinuing education and for the pursuit of programs that satisfy individual 
needs and interests. State library agency programs are geared primarily 
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to the perceived needs of the institution and to the priorities of the state 
library plans and objectives. To the extent that these coincide with in- 
dividual needs and interests and that participation is voluntary and en- 
couraged, the interests of both can be served. By publicizing continuing 
education programs at state, regional or national levels, state library 
agencies are helping individuals to become aware of other opportunities. 
Each state library agency needs to define its own role in continuing library 
education in relation to those of library schools, library associations and 
other providers of continuing education programs. 
State library agencies should continue efforts to make possible situa- 
tions in which innovators and practitioners can reach each other, invent 
ways to be mutually instructive and supportive, define steps by which to 
strengthen the drive toward improved continuing education programs, and 
undertake cooperative endeavors that ultimately may matter greatly in the 
capacity of library personnel to deliver the library and information services 
needed in today’s society. 
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THISARTICLE DOES NOT attempt to provide a total survey of the educa- 
tional characteristics of library development personnel. Such a study was 
included in Mane A. Long's The State Library Consultant at Work in 
1965,l but it is beyond the scope of this paper to replicate that research 
and bring it up to date. I t  is rather the intention here to make some gen- 
eralizations about the character of the needed education of library develop- 
ment personnel, part of which may be of a formal nature and part of 
which more appropriately should be obtained through the more informal 
methods of continuing education. Some of this latter body of knowledge, 
incidentally, may be obtained through state library agency continuing 
education efforts intended for the general benefit of other librarians in 
the state, but there is no intention of duplicating the information con- 
tained in Taylor's article on the outwardly directed continuing education 
activities of the state agency. 
It seems axiomatic that the education of personnel in a field should 
reflect the demands of the profession. In this paper observations will be 
made on some of the changes which have taken place in the demands 
made by the profession, followed by an attempt to identify some of the 
competencies which seem to be necessary. Discussion will conclude with 
observations on the general response from the total educational system 
to provide these competencies. 
~ 
Marvin W. Mounce is a doctoral candidate, School of Library Science, Florida 
State University, Tallahassee, and former director, Bureau of Library Development., 
State Library of Pennsylvania. 
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CHANGES IN LIBRARY DEVELOPMENT WORK 
Most important of the changes in recent years has been that from 
the strictly advisory, consultative role of state agencies to one which 
emphasizes more administration and coordination. I t  is difficult to find 
material which synthesizes a description of this continually changing role, 
but an article by John Humphry in Bookmark gives an example of a case 
study of the profound organizational and, implicitly, functional changes 
found in the New York state library agency.2 The changes are seen to 
have been the result not only of changes in the field of operation but also 
of changes in the financial administrative structure invoked by federal 
and state laws involving library service. 
Most funds channeled to state library development agencies are not 
directly intended to make them more effective. Federal funds offered 
through the Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) are desig- 
nated primarily for the improvement of library service throughout the 
states. However, the states are charged with the task of devising plans of 
ever-increasing sophistication for the use of these funds in implementing 
whatever set of objectives is currently stated as part of the national goals. 
Over a period of twenty years, the Library Services Act (LSA) moved 
from a rurally-oriented program to one which no longer mentions priori- 
ties for rural libraries but does have special provisions to ilssure urban 
areas of receiving preferential treatment under certain condition^.^ 
State aid to local libaries and systems is also channeled through state 
library development agencies, with responsibility lying there for the de- 
velopment of regulations, guidelines and administration to provide the 
wisdom not specified in the body of the law. Furthermore, there is a re-
luctance in some legislatures to spend money in the state capital bureau- 
cracy which cannot be demonstrated to have been of local benefit back 
in the districts. 
Thus, the needs not only for numbers but also for the types of state 
agency personnel have continued to change through the years, and have 
often not received adequate attention at either the state or local levels. As 
little attention as possible will be given here to the quantity of work; 
rather, emphasis will be on the kind of work now being assigned to state 
agencies and the consequences of this for the personnel of state agencies. 
The Monypenny study of state librarie~,~ the Nelson study of state 
agencies5 and the ALA Standards for Library Functions ut the State 
Level6 were all indications of quasi-official recognition of the changing 
roles of such agencies. One of the most fortuitously-timed pieces of library 
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research -Long’s study The  State Library Consultant at Work7-was 
completed and published at the height of the transitional stage of such 
development work in 1965. One can only regret that it could not have 
been preceded and followed in ten years by similar studies that would 
have illustrated the rapid change in the roles of these persons. 
In addition to the Long research, there were results from a confer-
ence in the New England statess which produced a list of additional needs 
for education for library consultants, an Allerton Park conference on the 
changing role of the library cons~ltant,~ and a document prepared by the 
Association of State Library Agencies (ASLA) Library Education Division 
(LED) Interdivisional Committee which enumerated with considerable 
specificity those competencies needed by development personnel and a 
strategy for providing them.1° 
Since 1970, however, there seems to have been less emphasis and 
publication on the matter, although not necessarily a lack of action. An 
appreciation of the need is seen through the regional meetings of state 
library agency personnel from time to time, as well as in the two major 
efforts of the federal government to provide significant continuing educa- 
tion workshops -the 1971-72 seminar on planning and evaluationll spon- 
sored by the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare and the 
1976 workshop on management and administration, funded by NCLIS12 
(although the latter was criticized in some quarterP) .Nevertheless, the 
impact of such workshops on numerous states is significant. These efforts 
all stand on one common admission: the state library agency’s role has 
changed and with it the nature of work and competencies demanded of 
its employees. 
COMPETENCIES AND NEEDS 
To consider education of state agency development personnel, one 
must identify the role of such persons in order to state requisite compe- 
tencies. Viewing development as encompassing more than the field con- 
sultant (traditionally considered to be the “development” arm of the state 
agency) the participation of the agency’s top administration, and to 
varying degrees staff throughout the agency, is essential to successful de- 
velopment efforts. Therefore, the competencies mentioned below may be 
needed by persons throughout the state agency, whether involved in ad- 
ministration, consultant work, central collections development, develop- 
ment of systems of materials sharing, etc. Table 1 lists the summary state- 
ments from Standards for Library Functions at the State Level which are 
most pertinent to library development activities. In addition to these 
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TABLE 1. PARTIAL FUNCTIONS THE STATELEVELISTOF LIBRARY AT 
1. The state library agency, in fulfilling its responsibilities a t  the state level, must 
ensure that library functions essential to each state are achieved. 
2. The state library agency should exercise leadership and participate in the de- 
velopment of statewide plans involving all types of libraries a t  all levels within the 
sta te .  I t  should take the initiative in marshalling qualified individuals, groups and 
agencies to engage in such overall planning. 
3. The state library agency should review continuously both federal and state 
legislation affecting library service in order to ensure compatibility and to maintain 
a legal climate conducive to total library growth and development. 
4. The state library agency should encourage and facilitate cooperative library ser- 
vices acros state lines through interstate library compacts, contractual agreements 
and other established cooperative endeavors. 
5. The state should gather, compile, interpret, publish, and disseminate annud 
statistics on all types of libraries in the state, including the state library agency. The 
state library agency should be a central information source concerning the libraries 
of the state. 
6. The annual statistics gathered by the individual states should be designed to  pro- 
vide a common core of data among the states and for the nation. 
7. The state should also publish an annual report showing state library activity as 
a coordinating agency. 
8. Jt is the responsibility and obligation of the state library agency to initiate and 
encourage research. A position including the duties of research and planning should 
appear in each state agency position roster. 
9. The state plan should indicate particularly the structure of coordinated library 
service needed to achieve national standards for all types of libraries. 
10. As a standard of first priority, every locality within the state should be en-
couraged to participate in a coordinated library system, so that every resident has 
access to the total library resources of the state. 
11. Some circumstances, such as very sparse population and low economic base in 
specific local areas, may lead the state to provide direct library service. 
12. A high-priority standard of library development is that of designating or de-
veloping a pattern of centers over the state so that everyone has access to more 
comprehensive resources and specialized staff in addition to the resources within his 
locality. 
13. The state library agency should make provision for reference, bibliographic and 
interlibrary loan service to supplement community and regional libraries. 
14. The state library agency must make provision for consultants sufficient in num- 
ber to stimulate all libraries to develop their full potential. It is also advisable for 
qualified consultative services to be provided at  a regional level. 
15. State library consultant service should emphasize guidance in special aspects 
of library service. 
16. The state library agency is responsible for interpreting library service to the 
government and to the public, and for promoting a climate of public opinion favor- 
able to library development. 
Source: American Association of State Libraries. Standards Revision Committee. 
Standards for  Library Functions at the State Level. Rev. ed. Chicago, ALA, 1970, 
pp. 1-7. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 200 
Education of Library Development Personnel 
points, another ten standards14 are put forth concerning the necessity of 
state and federal financial aid, which presupposes the task of developing 
regulations for and administration of the funds. 
If examined carefully, the reader can discern in the list certain com- 
mon elements of responsibility demanding competencies which must be 
held by the staff in order to carry out such functions. Considering these 
functions as the ultimate goals toward which a program of education of 
development personnel should be directed, the following highly general- 
ized competencies can be derived : 
1. Ability to evaluate and plan in relation to public needs. 
2. Ability to lead and to persuade groups and individuals to work together. 
3. Ability to analyze library resources and relationships. 
4.Ability to gather information, organize it and do meaningful research. 
5. Ability to communicate and disseminate information effectively. 
6. Understanding of government, law and the legal machinery of all 
different government levels. 
7. Understanding of finance as it relates to the operation of libraries and 
the ability to administer funds. 
Additional competencies not related to library development could be de- 
rived from the standards, but concern here is only with those related to 
development. 
This deductive analysis of educational needs among such personnel 
departs somewhat from the method of assessing needs through the use of 
questionnaires addressed to persons in the field. This was done in order to 
find whether or not an alternative exists to the usual “shopping-list” type 
of questionnaire used to determine, in particular, continuing education 
needs. 
In the study by ASLA mentioned earlier, the committee drew upon a 
more detailed breakdown of these needs which had been developed by 
Lawrence Allen and published in Southeastern Librarian in 1968.15 His 
method resembled an acute analytical approach to the canvass of opinions 
concerning educational needs contained in Long’s 1965 study. I t  is in- 
teresting to note that the needs extrapolated from the standards corre- 
spond rather closely with the more specific lists made by Allen and the 
ASLA LED Interdivisional Committee, which seem to have been based 
to some extent on a field survey. 
FALL 1978 201 
M A R V I N  W. M O U N C E  
CURRENT STATE OF EDUCATION IN THE FIELD 
As the employment market has changed, staffs come and gone, and 
educational backgrounds discovered in Long’s study presumably changed, 
the most effective way to determine the present situation with respect to 
the education of development personnel seemed to be to go to the source. 
For this purpose, letters were sent to the state agency directors and other 
persons who were concerned and knowledgeable, due to their present 
association through federal activities or through library education. (All 
had previously been associated with state agencies, however.) 
The purpose of the letter was to solicit the opinions of these persons 
on the general subject of the education of library development personnel. 
In  order to make the opportunity as open-ended as possible, the letter was 
general rather than being a questionnaire. To obtain some degree of com- 
parability, however, an attachment suggested three general points for 
consideration : 
1. 	 the factor of formal education beyond the master’s degree in library 
science (MLS) as being necessary or desirable for development work; 
2. 	alternative types and methods of continuing education most needed in 
the field and the agency(ies) most responsible for providing such 
opportunities; and 
3. 	an assessment of general conditions in the field, both as to present edu- 
cational characteristics of personnel and their opportunities for pro- 
fessional growth. 
FORMAL EDUCATION 
Long had noted in 1965that the preponderance of library consultants 
held the MLS degree and that the younger the librarian, the more likely 
he/she was to hold the master‘s.16 This seemed to be attributable to the 
fact that many persons still active in librarianship had received the 
bachelor’s degree in library science in earlier years, before library educa- 
tion was standardized at the graduate level. Statistical certainty is im-
possible without repeating her research, but it would seem that education 
at the master’s degree level in library science (or in an appropriate spe- 
cialty) is now more nearly universal among development personnel, 
considering the degree of attrition and the improved labor market. One 
of the points suggested for consideration was whether postmaster’s educa- 
tion would be an important factor in employing new personnel. Without 
exception, the response was that appropriate experience (in addition to 
the MLS) was far more important than additional education. Patricia 
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Klinck, State Librarian of Vermont, stated that: “Those librarians who 
lack solid experience have a false image of the real library world, little 
flexibility, and little patience with the problems of librarians in a working 
situation. The most successful library development personnel seem to be 
those who have interspersed formal education with periods of significant 
related work experience.”17 David Palmer, Acting State Librarian of New 
Jersey, asserted that after about five years the consultant tends to become 
somewhat divorced from the practical aspect of library work and assumes 
a theoretical attitude. He suggested that sabbaticals of some sort for actual 
work in a library should be arranged in order for the consultant to regain 
a feeling of immediacy of contact.18 
Emphasis was also placed on the importance of desirable personal 
characteristics of those who will necessarily be largely concerned with 
working with people. Many librarians pointed out the need for empathy, 
alertness, curiosity, willingness for change, and an interest in pursuing 
new ideas. 
Although appropriate experience and personal characteristics were 
considered to be of prime importance, additional education was also 
considered to be valuable. This was to be expected, but it should be em- 
phasized that in most instances further education was explicitly recom- 
mended in a field other than library science. Areas such as public 
administration, finance, management, and group dynamicslQ were sug- 
gested. There were also suggestions that a sixth-year program in library 
science would be useful; however, the suggestion usually accompanied 
statements indicating a need for some change in existing programs. 
There is an appreciation, as stated before, of additional education, but 
emphasis was placed on the need for education appropriate to the par- 
ticular assignment. (For example, the head of the Research and Evalua- 
tion Section in Hawaii holds a doctorate in educational administration as 
well as the MLS20) Another factor influencing this particular need is the 
current emphasis on intertype library cooperation, which places an un- 
usual stress on the employee involved.21 
CONTINUING EDUCATION 
Format 
In  the 1968 Allerton Park conference on “The Changing Role of 
State Library Consultants,” it was noted that at that time there was a 
great deal of activity in allowing consultants to update themselves through 
attending conferences and workshops, both in-state and out-of-state. This 
was considered an improvement over the type of in-service training pro- 
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vided by department heads2* As another step forward, the ASLA Board 
of Directors, at its 1976 midwinter meeting, noted continuing education as 
second on its adopted list of pr ior i t ie~ .~~ 
Review of the commentaries received in 1977 indicates unanimous 
agreement that continuing education is of utmost importance in maintain- 
ing an effective development staff. With the rate of change in society and 
librarianship, the best of persons must work continually through reading, 
participation in professional organizations, and formal and informal edu- 
cation to stay abreast of events. One can hardly “lead” while being behind. 
Respondents were asked to react to the occasionally expressed senti- 
ment that the library schools or a particular group are at fault for not 
providing more opportunity, considering especially the best way to or-
ganize continuing education for participation. The overwhelming response 
was that the seminar and/or workshop format was the most desirable. De- 
velopment personnel must observe variations in work and travel schedules 
which make regular attendance at prolonged courses very difficult, even 
when repeated travel for the sessions would not be insupportable. Eliza- 
beth Hughey, head of the USOE State and Public Library Services 
Branch, commented that she had attempted many times while in North 
Carolina to involve personnel in continuing education other than work- 
shops but never succeeded in getting a course short enough or demand-
ing enough, and was therefore forced to favor the workshop f~ rma t .~ ’  
As for the nature of the seminars, the length proposed varied from 
an academic quarter to an unspecified, much shorter period. Obviously, 
it is impossible to determine a suitable length of time for such a session 
without analyzing the topic and the behavioral objectives to be achieved, 
but the limiting factor ultimately is that of adjusting the work schedule 
at home to allow for the participant’s absence. Joseph Anderson, State 
Librarian of Nevada, commented on the undesirability of a series of 
sessions interspersed over a long period of time during which the partici- 
pant returned to his work. His letter states the following: “Rather, a series 
of concentrated seminars on various aspects would be helpful if the back- 
ground readings were accomplished ahead of time rather than being fitted 
in during training sessions or after the fact of the seminar. I t  is being 
away from the regular work setting that permits the learner to concen- 
trate and 
Content 
Comments received on needed subject content of seminars or other 
modes of continuing education correspond closely with those outlined 
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earlier on the basis of competencies implied in previous publications.a6 
Only at first glance should this be surprising; change occurs in society and 
in work so quickly that updating is always needed. In  addition, there is 
considerable turnover in staff, so that there are continually new people 
who need training in old subjects. 
Frequently mentioned was the quality of presentation at  workshops. 
Although it seems to be a negative contribution, a few of the specific com- 
plaints should be mentioned here. First, the level of presentation is some- 
times not up to the intellectual standard expected. Moreover, the speakers 
sometimes have no concept of the nature of the audience they address. 
Third, the announcement or prospectus is sometimes misleading, which 
can result in participation in an irrelevant conference. 
Responsibility for Continuing Education 
One respondent commented : 
I t  puzzles me that every group dealing with this on the association 
level (national, regional or local) seems to have a different interpre- 
tation, and none of these levels. ..have found a realistic mechanism 
for delivery. The National Commission seems to advise that con- 
tinuing education be conducted as policy. The ALA gives lip service 
to the concept and hands it off to CLENE. The U.S. Office of Li-
braries and Learning Resources provides discretionary funds for spe- 
cific activities for use only to elites or “chosen few,” and library 
schools seem not to have the slightest interest in providing such 
experience by extension even within the states in which they are 
located. My perception of the latter is particularly burdensome 
in terms of defending librarianship as a profession because most 
others. ..provide continuing education and/or professional update 
activities to keep especially midcareer professionals up to date as 
time goes on and the state of the art expands the body of informa- 
tion and practices needed for changing condition^.^^ 
This statement illustrates the frustration of trying to obtain a clearer pic- 
ture of continuing education opportunities for development personnel and 
others. Respondents expressing their opinions on this subject ranged 
generally from the view that it is each individual’s own responsibility to 
organize his own continuing education, to the view that the employing 
agency has the responsibility to do so. Both are correct in their own way, 
of course. The assignment of responsibility for planning or initiating con- 
tinuing education programs to NCLIS, CLENE and ASLA or to the li- 
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brary schools was alternately condoned and condemned as possibilities by 
the various respondents. However, insofar as state agency development 
personnel have unique needs, it would seem desirable that some agency 
undertake identification and fulfillment of those needs, as suggested by the 
ASLA LED Interdivisional Committee on Education of State Library 
Personnel in 1970 (i.e., that the Western Interstate Commission for Higher 
Education attempt to coordinate such an effort) .28 
One could discuss at great length the desirability of an attempt by 
some agency to stimulate or initiate appropriate offerings, but Elizabeth 
Hughey pointed out that primary responsibility should probably not lie 
with any one agency; it should be a cooperative approach, with initiative 
from any one agency bringing them together to function.2g Perhaps 
CLENE (especially with state funding3’) or some other agency will serve 
as the vehicle of facilitating such coordinated efforts. 
Enuironment for Continuing Education 
In  1967 Nelson Associates, Inc., suggested : “Appropriations might be 
used for sabbaticals, further education, exchanges for key state library staff 
or for institutes at colleges and universities to upgrade state library staff. 
I t  should be pointed out, however, that such institutes could now be 
funded under Title II-B of the Higher Education 
Ten years later one finds in report after report, both in response to 
the present inquiry and in statements made personally, that the adminis- 
tration of state libraries favors the allowance of time and funding for 
conferences, seminars and even sabbaticals (often sanctioned in theory 
by state policy), only then to announce that such funding is difficult or 
impossible to obtain. This has had a particular impact on travel to the 
regular ALA meetings, which is the primary opportunity for the librarian 
to observe trends in the profession on a national scale. Even the larger 
and more sophisticated states can foster the development of provincial 
attitudes if one does not leave their boundaries. Essentially, the current 
situation reflects a dichotomy in which state administrations endorse an 
idea (continuing education) and yet institute financial restrictions which 
defeat their own purposes. 
SUMMARY 
The employment market has altered to the extent that librarians with 
full educational qualifications are available to fill most development 
positions. 
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Although the MLS is the first requisite for employment, followed by 
experience in the field and personal qualifications, state library agency 
employers also appreciate and seek employees with appropriate additional 
formal education. The general attitude prevails that postmaster’s educa- 
tion should be in fields other than library science. 
Continuing education in one form or another is considered of extreme 
importance not only by the national associations but apparently universally 
by state library agency directors. 
Short-term programs remain the most desired format of continuing 
education. 
Expressed needs for continuing education remain consistent with the 
general statements contained in the standards for library service at the 
state level and have apparently not varied significantly since 1970. 
The conclusions reached above indicate distinct educational needs 
for library development personnel that are not currently satisfied and that 
have the peculiar constraints of requiring certain formats (as well as sub-
jects) and an apparently cyclical need for repetition as new people come 
into the field or as new developments occur. Work toward a solution of the 
problem should therefore be undertaken in a way which will not place too 
great a responsibility for completion of the entire program in one place 
too soon. Is would seem logical to begin with a joint committee of ASLA 
and CLENE. This committee should concern itself with the following 
objectives: 
1. Update the 1970 report of ASLA LED Interdivisional Committee on 
Education of State Library Personnel, redefining the needs in the field. 
2. 	Specify needs fully and clearly, both as to content and acceptable 
format. 
3. 	Define a method of both involving ASLA, CLENE and the Association 
of American Library Schools in a continuing working arrangement 
that will facilitate the development of necessary educational oppor- 
tunities where and when needed, and assuring that they will be at- 
tended by the appropriate people when offered. 
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Standards for State Library Agencies 
W. LYLE EBERHART 
EARLYIN 1977, upon the recommendation of its executive board, the 
Association of State Library Agencies (ASLA) appointed a Standards 
Review Committee to prepare a revision of the 1970 Standards for Library 
Functions at the State Leve1.l The author was asked to chair this com- 
mittee. The 1970 standards, in turn, had been preceded by 1963 standards, 
the first to use this title.2 
Shortly after the formation in 1957 of the American Association of 
State Libraries (AASL) as a division of the American Library Association 
(ALA),a Survey and Standards Committee was appointed. With the 1956 
enactments of the federal Library Services Act, state library agencies were 
thrust into the spotlight as administrators of the state-based federal pro- 
gram. The Carnegie Corporation in 1960 funded a survey of state library 
agencies. The Survey and Standards Committee worked closely with the 
survey program. An ALA grant made it possible for the committee to 
broaden its membership and to consult with representatives of other in- 
terest groups.s 
Consequently, the 1963 Standards for Library Functions at the State 
Level covered a broad range of functions. A total of sixty-two standards 
was included, covering library resources, statewide library development, 
organization of state library services, the state and financing of local public 
library programs, personnel, and physical facilities for state library service. 
Based on the then-incomplete Carnegie-funded survey of state library 
agencies, the 1963 standards recognized to a degree the diversity in or- 
W. Lyle Eberhart is Administrator, Division for Library Services, Wisconsin De- 
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ganizational patterns and functions exemplified in these agencies. The 
published guidelines also pointed out that in many states some functions 
were not being carried out at all, and that others were being pursued with 
no great energy. Most of the 1963 standards, however, dealt with two 
major functional areas: (1) the provision of library materials to library 
users and state government officials through a state resource library; and 
(2) public library development responsibilities. Admitting the diversity 
among the states, the standards nevertheless advocated “to the extent 
possible and advisable under state law and traditions” unification under 
one department or di~is ion.~ 
The Standards Review Committee, which worked from 1968 to 1970 
on the first revision of standards, found much to admire -and preserve -
from the first edition. The changes incorporated reflected changes in 
American society generally, as well as specific currents in librarianship. 
Title 111 (Interlibrary Cooperation) of the Library Services and Con- 
struction Act (LSCA) both promoted and reflected changes emphasizing 
coordination of different types of libraries through networks. In  its fourth 
chapter, “The State and Information Networks,” the 1970 standards mark 
a change in spirit as well as specific content as compared with the first 
edition. “Leadership” and “coordination” appear and reappear as the 
central activities of state library agencies. The statement in Standard 39 
that “The state library agency should exert leadership to effect exchange 
of information and materials through networks that open new sources 
and channels for the flow of inf~rmation”~ was its ringing new challenge. 
Although the computer revolution came to American libraries much 
later than its early prophets expected, there is no doubt in 1978 that library 
automation is crucial to meeting state standards for the provision of ma-
terials and services. 
Other chapters of this issue will assess how well state library agencies 
are now accepting that 1970 standard. To the current ASLA Standards 
Review Committee, its thrust is today dominant, and new standards must 
reflect this interest and need even more strongly. Consequently, in its first 
meetings the committee emphasized leadership and coordination as the 
very core of activities for state library agencies. I t  asked the ASLA presi- 
dent to appoint voting representatives from the American Association of 
School Libraries, the Association of College and Research Libraries, and 
the Public Library Association to the committee. 
Given the diversity among the states in history and political tradition, 
demographics, and library and education structures, the concept of stan- 
dards has many difficulties. For state library functions, perhaps the use of 
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the term guidelines may be more easily justified. Both the 1963 and 1970 
editions of Standards for Library Functions at the State Level might be 
well described as annotated checklists of desirable functions. The revision 
now in process will not easily change this pattern. 
Another concept difficdty concerns the advisability of dealing with 
areas where other library groups have adopted fairly detailed standards, 
e.g., standards for library services in state institutions. In earlier editions, 
certain public library standards were included because public library de- 
velopment functions were the common denominator of state library ad- 
ministrative agencies. 
The differing evolution of state library networks creates another 
problem in developing state standards, State-level networking may be 
nearly nonexistent in some states, In others, it may be dominated by the 
state library agency or by the largest academic library. Finally, and 
probably most frequently, there may be several library networks in a state, 
each serving a special function or a special type of library. How, then, can 
a committee draft a standard, or even a guideline, which will be useful to 
all states? 
Official ALA approval for the formation of a new division in 1978, 
the Association of Cooperative and Specialized Library Associations, does 
bring together three functional responsibilities (and presumably standards- 
making authority for them) : state library agencies, multitype library co- 
operation, and hospital and institution libraries. Perhaps this reorganiza-
tion will make it easier to articulate state-level responsibilities in some 
specialized areas for appropriate inclusion in standards. 
Whether they are called state library agency standards or standards 
for library functions at the state level, there will not soon be measurable 
quantitative standards that could be considered reasonable and appro- 
priate. Specialists in functional areas in the states may be able in the near 
future to quantify standards in rather limited areas. In most cases, how- 
ever, standards (or guidelines) for state library functions will continue to 
serve as nonquantified pointers to functional areas where state responsi- 
bilities are of key importance. Consistently and skillfully used by state 
library agency staffs, state library associations, networks, and planning 
committees in an individual state, they can bring into focus questions and 
concerns of great importance for the improvement of library services. Such 
standards must be included systematically in statewide library planning 
and evaluation. For a particular function, then, a national standard or 
guideline can become the starting point from which library planners can 
devise a state goal or standard. 
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The Role of State Library Agencies in National Plans 
for Library and Information Services 
ALPHONSE F. TREZZA 
THESUCCESS OF A full-service national network of library and informa- 
tion services is wholly dependent on an effective resource-sharing system. 
If one supports the National Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science’s (NCLIS) statement on a national library and information ser- 
vice policy that information is a vital national resource and essential to 
well-being in a democratic society, then one must be willing to accept as 
policy full and unselfish cooperation. Resources must become the resources 
not only for primary constituencies, but for all. Acceptance of this concept 
and its implementation will assure provision to primary clientele of an 
enriched and improved service, as well as equal opportunity of access to 
all who desire it. 
Translating ideals, goals and objectives into reality requires careful 
planning, delineation of responsibilities, the lessening of psychological bar- 
riers to cooperation, and a true service and funding partnership between 
the federal and state governments. 
The NCLIS rationale for the development of a “full-serviceyy na- 
tional library and information service network is that it can best be accom- 
plished through the traditional division of responsibility between the states 
and the federal government as established in the Constitution. Locally, 
the states should assume the responsibility for evolving rational hierarchies 
for the provision of service to the constituents within their borders. Each 
state should define the paths along which transactions within its own 
borders should flow for maximum utilization of its own resources. Beyond 
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the state level, the responsibility should be assumed by the federal govern- 
ment, i.e., what the states cannot provide, the federal government should. 
NCLIS is not opposed to regionalization or to multistate organizations, 
provided they serve a clear and useful function. However, it is a fact that 
Congress is made up of representatives from fifty individual states, each 
of whom is concerned primarily with serving his or her own constituency. 
As a result, federal funding has almost exclusively been allocated on a 
state-by-state basis, allowing each member of Congress to be equally 
placated. To change this pattern on a national scale is a task of insur- 
mountable difficulty. I t  constitutes a threat to the viability of the individual 
members of Congress which they would probably not be willing to endure. 
Thus, there is no viable long-range base for regional activity except as 
negotiated through the individual states. This is not to deny that regional 
mechanisms do exist and, on occasion, have proven effective. The Regional 
Medical Library Network, the New England Library Information Net- 
work, the Southeastern Library Information Network, Amigos, and the 
Bibliographic Center for Research are examples that are familiar to all. 
Some services are available on a “national” basis, such as the Library of 
Congress’s MARC services, OCLC, and the Center for Research Libraries, 
while others are state-based, such as the Illinois Library Information Net- 
work, the New York State Inter-Library Loan, the Minnesota Interlibrary 
Telecommunications Exchange, the Washington Library Network, the 
California Library Authority for Systems and Services, and the Wisconsin 
Library Loan System. 
I t  is clear that a full-service national network of library and informa- 
tion services can only become a reality if there is careful articulation 
among local, state, multistate and national planning and implementation 
activities. The role of the state library agency as coordinator, catalyst, 
initiator, and even-handed funding agency is essential, extremely difficult 
and challenging, and requires sensitivity and political acumen of the high- 
est quality. The responsibility cannot be “assigned”; it must be understood 
and assumed if it is to be effective. 
The partnership at the federal/state level requires the state to accept 
the major share of the cost of planning, coordinating and supporting intra- 
state components of the network, as well as a fair share of the cost of par- 
ticipating in multistate planning operations. Each state must provide 
funding and/or matching funds for the development of resources and 
services, including specialized services for special constituencies and spe- 
cial forms of statewide network assistance. Each state library agency must 
solicit the widest possible participation of library, information and user 
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communities in the governance and management of the multitype state- 
wide library network if the state is to be an effective partner in a national 
network. State library agencies must recognize those regional agencies in 
their area which have an effective role to play and participate in their 
funding and governance, and they must make certain that their services 
benefit the residents 0-T the state. Only in this way can states justify the 
use of state funds as well as federal funds, i.e., Title I11 of the Library 
Services and Construction Act. Regional organizations that are state-based 
and mainly state-funded will have a stability that will ensure their con- 
tinued and effective existence. 
In  cooperation with federal and national agencies, state library 
agencies have, over a number of years, provided statewide services. For 
example, in cooperation with the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES), state library agencies have for years coordinated the collection 
of library statistics through the LIBGIS (Library General Information 
Survey) system. They have also provided training and consultant assis- 
tance to help local libraries understand the data elements on the forms, 
resulting in the collection of more accurate statistics. With the current 
demand for accountability and the development of new statistical methods 
which are designed to measure the effectiveness of library services, many 
state library agencies are providing training opportunities to learn how to 
use these new statistical measures. 
Another area which is in support of one of NCLIS's objectives, i.e., 
continuing education, has also received the attention of state library agen- 
cies. Some states have participated in the development and continuing 
support of the Continuing Library Education Network and Exchange 
(CLENE) program, which provides the opportunity to exchange continu- 
ing education ideas with educators and practitioners in both the library 
and allied professions. Responsibility of state library agencies to provide 
leadership for continuing education within the state is essential if progress 
is to be made in the appropriate use of the new technology. Training ses- 
sions for learning the use of OCLC and other data bases are often pro- 
vided either by the state or through a regional organization in cooperation 
with the state. 
One of the more difficult areas of cooperation in which state library 
agencies can provide assistance is in the development of cooperative col- 
lection development and effective resource-sharing. The formulation of a 
broad statewide policy on collection development acceptable to all of the 
major academic and public libraries can go a long way in avoiding need- 
less duplication in building collections. This is not only true for periodical 
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literature, but for monographs and multimedia as well. This is a most 
difficult problem to resolve, because the institutions which participate are 
required to make a long-term commitment. If resource-sharing is to be 
truly effective, the state must not only provide help in developing agree- 
ments on collection development and bibliographic control, but most im- 
portantly, must help to provide a statewide delivery system which will 
assure the patron that resource-sharing really works in a timely and ef- 
fective fashion. The responsibility of the state library agency to cooperate 
with the states in its area (through regional organizations where they exist 
and through state-by-state cooperation where they do not) is necessary for 
the development of an effective national library and information network. 
In summary, the states represent a basic node in the developing full- 
service library and information service network. Each state must have 
an agency which will assume the legal responsibility for providing coordi- 
nation in order to develop a user-oriented, multitype library network. 
Responsibility for fostering this coordination of library resources and ser- 
vices throughout a state has usually been assigned to a state library agency. 
The state library agency must make certain that its legal responsibility is 
broad enough to give it the authority to undertake the coordination func- 
tion, as discussed in this paper and enunciated in other articles in this issue. 
State library agencies must make intelligent use of their federal funds 
to assure not only that all of its residents receive basic library services, but 
that cooperation between types of libraries provides an enrichment and 
a level of service that is commensurate with the rhetoric. It is all too 
easy for those who believe in cooperation and the sharing of resources to 
talk about its advantages, but in the final analysis, if the individuals who 
work in libraries do not have an understanding of and belief in coopera- 
tion, the goal will never be achieved. Perhaps the most important contri- 
bution that can be made at the state level is to undertake a major effort 
to develop the attitude of service to the user -the user being the indi- 
vidual who walks into the library whether he/she comes from that area or 
institution, or from another geographic area or institution. 
Equal opportunity of access, which will satisfy the individual’s needs 
and interests, regardless of location, social or physical condition, or level 
of intellectual achievement, is an achieveable goal; all that is needed is 
the commitment and the willingness to make it a reality. 
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ACRONYMS 
AASL -American Association of State Libraries 
ACA -American Correctional Association 
ACRL -Association of College and Research Libraries 
ALA -American Library Association 
ASLA -Association of State Library Agencies 
CELS -Continuing Education for Library Staffs in the Southwest 
CEU -Continuing Education Unit 
CHIPS -Consumer Health Information Program and Service 
CLASS -California Library Authority for Systems and Services 
CLENE -Continuing Library Education Network and Exchange 
COSLA -Chief Officers of State Library Agencies 
ERIC -Educational Resources Information Center 
ESEA -Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
ETN -Education Telephone Network 
FY -Fiscal Year 
GEB -General Education Board 
HEW -Health, Education and Welfare 
HRLSD -Health and Rehabilitative Library Services Division 
ILLINET -Illinois Library and Information Network 
LED -Library Education Division 
LIBGIS -Library General Information Survey 
LSA -Library Services Act 
LSCA -Library Services and Construction Act 
MARC -Machine-Readable Cataloging 
MLS -Master’s of Library Science 
NCES -National Center for Education Statistics 
NCLIS -National Commission on Libraries and Information Science 
OCLC -Ohio College Library Center 
PPBS -Planning, Programming, Budgeting Systems 
SALT -State Agency Libraries of Texas 
USOE -U.S. Office of Education 
WICHE -Western Interstate Commission on Higher Education 
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